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"The Mexican Sierra has 17 plus 15 plus 9 spines in the dorsal fin.
These can easily be counted. But if the sierra strikes hard on the 1ine so
that our hands are burned, if the fish sounds and nearly escapes and finally
comes in over“the rail, his colors pulsing and his tail beating the air, a
whole new relational externality has come into being -- an entity which is
more than the sum of the fish plus the fisherman. The only way to count the
spines of the sierra unaffected by this second relational .reality is to sit
in a laboratory, open an evil smelling jar, remove a stiff colorless fish
from the formalin soiution, count the spines, and write the truth .... There
you have recorded a reality which cannot be assailed -- probably the least
important reality concernin¢ either the fish or yourself.

It 1s good to know what you are doing. The man with his pickled fish
has set down one truth and recorded in his experience many lies. The fish
is not that color, that texture, that dead, nor does he smell that way."

(John Steinbeck, "The Log from the Sea of Cortez," 1951, pp. 2-3).
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. <6troguction

The goal of edircational equity is a much sought after one; yet the‘
measurement of equity in educat1on poses difficult questions. The purpose
of this report is to.perfonn,atmethodo1ogfca1 assessment of certain types of
equity measures, equa11ty and;weaIth neutrality measures. so that the equity
measurement proceés can be better understdodt A relatively large number of
egu1ty measures haue been suggested in the literature and ut1112ed by school
finance researchers and policy mahers. " The anaIyses to follow compare a

number of these measures to detenn1ne whether the conceptual differences

}/

among the measures can be documented empirically. -More specif1ca11y. questions I
such as the foIIow1ng are addressed: ’

1. When a number of equality measures are used to determine
whether a state has become more or less equa1 between two points
in time; do the measures agree? ‘

2. When a number of wealth neutra11ty measures are used to
determine whether a state has become more or less wealth neutral
between two po1nts in t1me, do the measures agree?

3. When a number of equa11ty measures are used to rank a set o7 oy
states from more to less equal at one point in time, do the rankings
from the different equality measures agree? ‘
‘4. When a number of wealth neutrality measures are used to rank

a set of states from more to less wealth neutral at one point in time,

do.the rainkings from the different wealth neutrality measures agree?
By answering these questions, hopefully this report will encourage methodologically
‘sound equity evaluation. | )

Although this report has been put together by a ‘small group of researchers,

the_report S conception and the data base ut111;ed throughout represent the

y)




éooperat1on qf many fndiyidua]s qu groups. In November; 1977 the Ford
Foundation aﬁd the National Institute'of Education jointly sponsoreq a

meeting of researchers and policy énaIystq)to discuss and'#etenn1ne'the
feasibility pf measﬁr1ng and comparing the equfty of school finance systems |
over time and cross-sectiohaIIy among states. At th1s yeet1ng a number of
1ssué§jwefe raised Snd debated; one task thai waS‘dec1ded upon wis an empirical
‘anaIysis 6f a'rdnge of equity measures\and“th1s'repqrt represents that analysis.

The group that met in Chicago, refefred to alternatively as the "School
Finance Cooperative” or the “NIE/Ford cOhference 1n.§qu1ty Mon1torlng,“
recogn1ze&’that.certa1n choices needed to be made'before-the anaIysis could
~ be carried out, so that a managéabIe' project could be defined., With this
goal in mind, at the meeting and thrdugh subséqueﬂt cannunications; decisions -
weére made regarding various procedures and d;f1n1t1ons'to be ut111zéd in the
project. An example of the communicat1ons is included 1n th1s‘report in
Appendix A.

Once the definitional criteria were agreed upon (not always unanimously),
“attention wa§ turned to the construction of a data base. Various participants
‘at the November meeting have been actively engaged in regearch in numerous
" statas and a number of-grbups agreed to contribute the data utilized in this
| report. The states and years for which data were assembled along with the

contributfng group, are d1sp1ayed in Table I-1; a complete 113t of pirt1c1pants
at the November meeting is listed in Table I-2. The actua1 data submitted

_for the report are deta11ed in Appendix B. _

‘ The remainder of th1s report 1s divided into six sections and three
appen@ices. Section II contains the definitions utilized in this report and,
for each definition, an assessment of the comparability of the data. Discussed

are the pupil measures, dependeht (revenue) variable, independent (wealth)

J
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STATE

‘ALABAMA |
- CALIFORNIA

CGLORADO
CONNECTICUT

" FLORIDA

GEORGIA

~ . ILLINOIS
~ KAMSAS

KENTUCKY

" LOUISIANA

MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS

. MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA

MISSISSIPPI

- “ MISSOURI
- NEW HAMPSHIRE
~ NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK

NORTH CAROLIMA
OREGON .
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TEXAS

" VERMONT
. WASHINGTON

WEST VIRGINIA

CONTRIBUTORS

'ECS

~ EPRI/ETS

GARMS/1DRA

"TABLE I-1

29 $TATE DATA BASE OF EQUALITY AVD WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES

ASSEMBLED FOR THIS REPORT
CONTRIBUTOR .

- ‘ o . (See below for

~ YEARS K : full description) .
72-73, 75-76 : LC
70-71, 71-72, 72-73, 73-74, -74-75 " RAND
72-73, 74-75 S ECS

- 75-76 ‘ EFRI-ETS
72-73, 73-74, 74-75, 75-76: . GARMS-IDRA
72-73, 75-76 o ‘ LC-NCSL
72-73, 75-76 : . ILLINOIS STATE UNIV.
72-73, 74-75 ' NCSL
72-73, 75-76 ECS
72-73, 75-76 ) LC
72-73, 75-76 o , NCSL
76=77 ] o : LC-NCSL
75-76 LC-NCSL
7n-72, 72-73, 7’-74 74-75 "RAND
71-72, '75-76 o 4 ECS
71-72, 75-76 ' : LC
74-75, 75-76 ' : ECS -
75-76 ‘ EPRI-ETS
74-75, 75-76, 76-77, 77-78 _ . . EPRI-ETS
72-73, 73-74, 74-75, 75-76 . GARMS~IDRA
75-76 . . EPRI-ETS

- 72-73, 75-76 : LC
75-76 ‘ ECS

. 12=73, 75-76 LC
73-74, 74-75, 75-76 : : . ECS
74-75, 75-76 A GARMS- IDRA ‘
75-76 EPRI-ETS
70-71, 74-75 o . ECS

75-76 . LC-NCSL

Education.Commission of the States
Education Finance Certer

Denver, Colorado

(Mr. Allan Odden, Ms. Lora Rice)

Education Policy Research Institute

‘Educational Testing Service

Princeton, New Jersey
(Mr. Jay Moskowitz. Ms. Margaret Goertz)

Professor HaIter Garms
follege of Education
University of Rochester
in cooperation with
Intercultural Development Research Association .
San Antonio,Texas t
(Mr., Robert Brischetto)




, :
ILLINOIS STATE
UNIVERSITY

Lc

NCSL -

RAND

Center for the Study of Educational Finance
Department of Educational Administrat'lon

I11inois State University oo

Normal, Iilinois ,
(Mr. G. Alan Hickrod, Mr. Ramesh,Chaudhari)

‘Lawyers Cam'lttee for Civil Rights Under .aw
Washington, D.C. .
(Mr. Joel Sherman, gs Pam Tomlinson)

National Conference of State Legislatures
O0ffice of State-Federal ReIat'lons ‘
Washington, D.C.

(Mr. William Wilken, Mr. Robert Ed\vards)

The Rand Corporation
Santa Monica, California
(M. Stephen Carroll)
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TABLE I-2 -

PARTICIPANTS IN NIE/FORD CONFERENCE ON
EQUITY MONITORING, CHICAGO, ILLINOIS
NOVEMBER 22, 1977

Susan Abramowitz
National Inst1tute of Education

John Augenblick .
Education Commission of the States

CharIes Benson -
University of Ca11forn1a, BerkeIay

Robert Berne
Graduate School of Public Adm1n1strat10n
New York University :

Robert Brischetto
Trinity University

"David Clark |
Stanferd University .
School of Education

Stephen Carroll
The Rand Corporation

Steve Chadima
Congressional Budget Office

'M1111cent Cox
The Rand Corporation

Christopher .Cross
House Committee on Education and Labor

Den1s Doyle
National Institute of Education

Robert : Edwards
National Conference of State Legislatures
Office of State-Federal Relations

Iris Garfield
National Center for Educational Statistics
‘0ffice of Education

Walter Garms 4
Professor of Education
College of Education -
University of Rochester

Dale Hickam
The Ford Foundation

~ Jack Jennings

House Coomittee on Education and Labor

" James Kelly
- The Ford Foundation

Dav1d Mandel ’
National Institute of Education

Jay Moskowitz .
Educational Testing Service

Roy Nhert
National Center for Educational Statistics

IOfftce of Education

Allan Odden
Education Finance Center
Education Commission of the States

Lora Rice
Education Commiss1on of the States

Joel Sherman
Lawyers Committee for Civil R1ghts

Ed Truax
Universit, of Rochester
College of Education

Walt Warfield

Center for the Study of Educat1ona1
Finance .

Department of Educational Adm1n1strat10n;

I11inois State University

- Lauren’ Ne1sberg
National Institute of Education

B111 Wilken

National Conference of State
Legislatures

0ff1ce of State-Federal ReIations
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var1ab1e. units of'ana1y51s. measures of equa11ty and wealth neutraIity. .

procedures for multiple d1str1ct types ard preferred years for the ana1ys1s.

| At the end of Section II there is an evaluation of the types of anaIysis that

should and should not be carried out, g1ven the available data for this report,
Sections III and 1V present the'ana1y31s;of the equality and wealth
neutroT1ty measures when used in"a state over‘t1me. Sectjon II1 includes
the assessment of the behavior of'the measures usud over time and Section IV
is compr1sed of tables that document the changes in equa11ty and ueaIth neutrality
in 2] states where data \re ava11ab1e over time. -The equalitv and wealth
neutra11ty measures are anaIyzed separater in Section II1. ror the equeIity
and wealth neutr|11ty measures the unweighted pupil and d1str1ct units of
on|1ys1s are assessed separately, then compared. The conclusions for the use
of'the equality measures over time are pre'ented at the end of the first part
of Sect1on I and the concIus'lons for the wealth neutrality measures cver timc
at' the end of the second part of Section III. Basically, Sections I and IV
address quest1ons 1 and 2, 1isted earIteﬁ. |

The anﬂy& of the equality and wealth heult.ral'l_ty measures when used for

1ntr'state'compar1sons comprise Section V. The format is the same ls'Sect1on I1l.

The equ:1ity measures are enerzed first and conclusions for these measures are
presented at the end of Part A in Section V; the ueaIth neutru11ty measures are
assessed in Part B of Section V aid the conclusions for the wealth neutrality

measures are at the end of Section V. Thus, questions 3 and 4, from above, are .

~ dealt with in th1s section.

A limited ronge of sensit1v1ty analyses are presented in Seet1on VI. The
weighted pupil unit o' analysis is discussed and three examples are presented (

" where the weighted pup11 unit of analysis 1s complred to the unweighted pupil

unit of znalysis in states over time. Two alternative revenue variables are

i




wg‘. -

examined in the second part of Section VI and again comparisons are made in

several states, over time, Section VI concludes with a discuss1on of the

issues raised by the ex1str~°1c° of large cit1es and mu1t1p1e district types

The conclus®ns from the report are presented in Sect1ga\fll The

answers to the four questions 1isted dbove are summarized an certain unan-

swered quest1ons are out11ned

Three append1ces are 1nc1uded in a companion valume to this report.

‘Append1x A 1s a copy of a communication among School Finance Cooperative

members outlining the definitions that were to be used in ~assemb1ing the data
base for this report. Appendix B lists the basic data set by state and year
and also includes the pupil, revenue, and wealth definitions ut111zed in each
particular state. Appendix C recasts the data in Apperdix B by years for |
each state and district type.se that data foh{eachstatecah be examined over
time. ' | | : ) “

In a report as long as this one. there is a great temptat1on to look
directly at the concIus1ons concetning the equa11ty and weaIth neutra11ty measures.
There is really no problem in doing this but the reader is cautioned against

Jumpting d1rect1y to the data and making conclus*cny about individual states

»w1thout carefully read1ng Section II, expecfai?,; Part 4 It is worth repeating

here. however, that this report is corcerned pr1rar11’ #ith the behavior of the

measures, not comparisons among the states. . ;




- II. Data Definitions

4

In this sect1on the data definitions utilized in this report are'descr1bed.

" The definitions employed were agreed- to at the initial meeting of the Schoo'
Finance Cooperative in Novenber 1977, that w1is discussed in the prior section:
As such, the def1n1t1ons were chosen as the result of a group decision process
where multiple obJectives came into play 1nclud1ng\1ntertenpdrel and interstate
comparability, cons1stenc¥ w1th'ex1st1ng and available data, and managability
in tehhs of the number of'alternat1ues'cons1dered.~.Therefore. an exhaustive
set of definitions is not included yet the agreed upon cho1ces allow for an
inttial enp1r1cal‘1nvestiget1oh of a nunber of key equity and equality measure-
ment 1ssues. | -
‘ The specific definitions of the veriables utilized in this report for

pup1ls. school resources, wealth, units of enalysis. and equalfty and ueelth
| neutrul1ty measures are d1scussed below. Also. the years of analysis and
,Jhethodolog1§s for treet1ng multiple,district type states are revjeued. Time and

space limitations preclude a detaiied discourse on the advantages and disadvan-

tages of each possible alternlt1ve for every mee‘ure. However, certain important

'| .
alternatives to. the selected definitions are outl1ned In addition, for each

-var, .able the degree to' wh1ch the reported data conform. to the _preferred def1n1-

2

tions 1s’sumnar1zed Finally, this section concludes w1th an assessment of the

types of camparisons that can be made w1th the data gathered. for this report.

]A copy of the memo to the School F1nence Cooperative members that sets
out the agreed upon definitions is reproduced as Appendix A.

2The actual definitions enployed in elch state are reported with the
actual data by state-year in Appendix B. .
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A. Pupils

Throughout thf;-report reference is made to pupils or variables that are

_ compi:ted'on a per pupil basis. The prefer"red definition of pupil or synmymously,

unweighted pupil, 1s average daily membership. The obvious alternative is an

cattendanc€ based measure which 1s always lower than membership.

The actual definitions employed 1in each state are described in Appendix B3
0f the 29 states included in the Féport. 20 use a membership or enrollment
based figure while 9 use an attendanée based figure. JHowever. as the actual
definitions indicate, there is some variab111ty in the w2y in wh1ch'pub11s are
counted among statgs'emponing a membership definition. Yet, in all cases, an

identical pdp11 méasure is utilized in each state over time.

B. School Resources -
: In order to keep the data base and this report to a reasonable size,

one school resource measure from among a number of alternatives is utilized.

. The resource variable used in this report is a revenue based measure that

~1nc1udes all revenues from state and local sources except revenues for capital

projects aﬁd debt service are exc1uded'where possible. Revenues forfcompensatony
educat1on;prOgrams. food sérv1ce. adult education, community service, and trans-
portation are included 1f'fea§1b1e. Federal "jmpaét“ aid {is excluded from local
and state revenues(unIeSs State revenues are reduceq by the amount of the impact

aid. The revenue variable is for a school district and always reported on»ﬁ

‘per pupil (either unweighted or weighted) basis.

There are two major classes of resource measures that could hﬁve been

Zmponed. given 5va11ab1e data. One is an expenditure based measure that is
S

ually defined in terms of “éurrent pperat1ng_expenditures"aand the other is

3See item 1 or Ia. Pup11$ (unweighted), on the data tables in Appendix B
for the specific def1n1t1ons used in each state. It’should be noted that the
terms 'pupil' and unweighted pupil' are used interchangeably in this report.
This 1s in contrast to the 'weighted pupil' count which is discussed in more
detail be10w in Part D of this section under Unit of Analysis.

L)
- J

o
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" a revenue based measure that 1ncl;des different sets of Tocal, state and/or -
fedei'al revenues. Although many irggments could be presentedkfir and against
yvthe var1oﬁs alternatives, it appears that a number of measures are "valid"
but they measure different sub sets of resources. A complete enueration of
the characteristics of each aTta;ﬁltive is not preSentgd here, but ohe parti-
cular issue regarding the selected revenue measure, the inclusion oflgll.state
revenues including "categoricals", is discusse& briefly. |

The basic issue is whether categorical state aid should be included in
a revenue measure based on local and state révenues. particularly when the
-equality of revénues_is in quéstién.‘ An argument against their inclusion is
that categoricals are often directed at specific needs and, therefore, in many
cases the desifad résult of categorical aid may be to increase the inequality of
revenues. ,— , ”»
On/{;e other side, there are a number of reasons to include categoricals
in a measyre of local and state revenues. First, certain categoricals are not
need related‘\n such a way that they are intended to increase the 1nequa]1ty of
revenues. Categor1c§l aid for municipal overburden and pensions are two éxlmples.
In other cases it is difficult to determine éﬁe purposevor intent of the c;tegori-
cals. | o |

Second, it is difficult to have confidence that categoricals are different
frqm other revenues when spending decisions are made at the local level. The
exclusion of categoricals from a revenue measure implies that these revenues are
targeted to a specific group of pupils at the local level when this may not be

" the case.

42 recent Office of Education report (E. 0. Tron, Public School Finance
Programs, 1975-76. Washington, D.C.: USDE, USGPO, 1976.) Tndicates that, in
!53%—75. the $28.5 bi111on of state aid was comprised of approximately 83%
general aid and 17% categorical aid.




A po§s1b1e alternative methodology that could take special needs 1nto
P ,' account 1s to use a2 measure of "we1ghted" pupils instead of an unweighted pupil
" measure. If categoricals are targeted to certain groups of pupils and those
'q pupils are weighted more heav11y.rthen it could be argued that the weighted
° pupil Teasure' shou1d. show equality of revenues because the revenue and pupi 1;

- measures are commensurate. Although the data for most statés in this report
do not include weighted pupils, the states of I11inois, Florida and New Jersey
do have such data. The impact of the use of weighted compared to Unweighted
pupils is analyzed using the data for these three states in Section VI, Part A.

A1l of the resource measures used in this report are revenue based measuras
that include local and state revenues. However, the actual revenue definitions
do Vary and there is no simple way of summarizing thése.

One of thgnmost difficult problems 6f cons1stéﬁcy among the states is the
treatment of revenues for debtfserv1ce'and ;ap1ta1. Conceptually, 10ca1vand -
state revenues for debt service and cap1ta1'shou1d be excluded. Alternatively,
all local and state revenue could be included with 1oca1 and state revenue
financed expenditures for debt service and capital subtructed from the 10ca1 and
state revenue total. _

Local (state) revenues for debt service can be identified when a.spec1a]
levy (categorical grant) for debt service exists, however, for several states the
reported data are not sufficiently detailed or documented to exactly determine
the lihner in which debt service is handIed.5

- The situation for capital i: somewhat more complex since a large portion

of capital iz not financed fram local and state revenues but by debt financing:

51n 1973-74, expenditures for debt serv1ce accounted for 2.8% of state and
local revenues on a national basis. See Scott, G.J. an¢ P.M. Dunn, Statistics
e of State School Systems 1973 74. Washington, D.C.: NCES, HEW, USGPO, 1976.




— : 12
1nstead.6 If appears that in no case are the progeeds (receipts) f?ﬁﬁ“56ﬁ3*4“‘*“‘~
issues included in the measures of locll and state revenues. ~ Furthermore, in
most cases the lbcal contribution and stdté aid for capital thit accounts for
the non-debt financed port16n of capital éxpenditures are excluded from the
revenue measure as desired. But there 15 not perfect consistency in the
treatment of capital. It appéarS as though efther debt service and/or capital
revenues are included in the revenues for 6 of the 29 states.

There are also differences among the states in the way in which items

such as social security and pensions are treated. In most states employer

* social security and pension contributions are pd1d by the local school district

and'aru; therefore, included 1n the revenue measures. However, there are some
cases where employer social security and,Jr pension contributions are pl1d
directly byvthe state to the federal governneﬁt or state pension fund 30 that
these payments do not appear as a revenue of the school district. If smployer
social security payments or pemsion contributions in a particular state can
be thought of as an equal percentage of local and state revenues, then equality
and wealth neutrql1ty measures that are insensitive to equal percentage changes
should be preferred for interstate caﬁpar1so£§. H6wever. in some cases, for
example when the proportion of salaries that exceeds the social security maximum
varies across distr1cts. an equal percentage assunpt1dn may onlyhbe an approxi-
mation. | ‘ ‘7
It should be noted that in all cases (with one minor exception. Louisiana)
the revenue measures used in a particular state are consistent ovefyt1me. In
addition, for several states alternative revenue measures were repo;ted and a

11m1ted sens1t1v1ty analysis 1s performed in Section VI, Part B. However, for

6Capital expenditures in 1973-74 were $4.978 billion or 9.3% of total

Tocal and state revenues. However, roughly 73% of these capital expenditures were
financed from borrowing receipts that are not included in t 1-st
total. See Scott and Dunn (1976). he Tocal sta;e revenue
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}most of the- states anaIyzed 1n Sect1on VI, Part B, total capital expend1tures

: the debt financed portion are subtracted from total local and state

-
revenues. —_—

F1na11y. Federal Inpact Aid is only exp11c1t1y mentioned in oné revenue

— ]

definition (New Mexico) where it is included. It is assumed that in all other

° - states Federal Impact Aid is excluded.
_ C. Wealth | ' v
@ ' - The preferred wéaIth variable utilized 1n‘,th1’s.report is a measure 6f_
| equalized full value of property. It is recogn*lzéd that othér' wealth conceptions
exist such as fiscal capacity, ir:zome, o}r income adjusted wealth but the more
@ trgd'lt'l-dnal measure 1s used in this methodolicical analysis for the reasens

cited at lthe beginning qf this section. The wealth var1ab1le is computed for

2 school district and always reborted on 2 per pupil (el ther unweighted or

‘Ov weighted) basds. _ ' '

A wealth variable of stme form 1s available 1nt11 states except Alabama.

However, the reported property wealth is not always equalized on a state-wide

® basis tnd when it is equaT'lzec'l state-wide it s not always equalized to full
market value. In three states (Louisiana, Mississippi, and South'Carfo'l_'lna) the
property va]ﬂues are not equalized on a state-wide basis. That is, the Qata are

® | reported.'ln.aSsessed value. ‘I'n all other states some form of staté-ﬁde equaii-
zation 1s in effect although not a1ways to a full mrket tevel. For a number of
states the State-wide equalization percentage is available and reported in

® Appendix B while in other states this percentage is not documented. The existence

of differential state-wide _equaH}zat'lon percentages, both across states.audd over
t1me. will certainly 1nf1'uenc'e' our seiect'lon of a wealth neutraiity measure.

Py Ideally, a wealth neutrality measure should not be sensitive to aItemative

state-wide equalization percentages. Unfortunater. no wealth neutrath |
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measure can correct for the intrastate variability caused by a failure to

equalize assessments ona state-w'ldé bi§1s. T

———

T Dimits of Amlysts |
"~ The term unit of analysis is used to descmt
]'eveI data are cdnb1ned to yield the equality or wealth neutrality measures. L
Two primary units of analysis, the.q1str1ct and uhr:e1ghted pupil, are utilizad
in this report. A secondary _un1t of analysis, the weighted pupil, is examined
on a more limited basis in Sgcﬂgn VI\. Part A. |

é | ,
1. District as th uﬁﬁ of ar\;\ﬂyﬁs
The inputs for the calculations of the equa':ity and 'y:é|1th _neutrath o
_meléures using the district as the unit of analysis are, for each d1strict;
révenues' per unweighted pupil and v’lei]th ﬁer unweighted pupil. Forrhthfs unit - 7
of analysis each district is treated identically §1th_1n each state. Therefo'e, ®
the ﬁunber of units in a state's d1str1but1oh of rev;nues per ;Jupﬂ equﬂ‘s the

number of districts in the state.

- 2. Unweighted Pupil as the unit of analysis . | )

The inputs for the éaIcuIOaﬂons of equality and weaj‘th neutrality measures
using the unwﬁghtec_l pupil as the unit of_gmﬂys1s are, for each d1str1c£. _
revenues per unweighted pupil, wealth per ﬁm1ghted pupil and the number of ) e
‘unweighted pupils in the distr1ct. For this sét of calculations each unweighted
pupil is treated identically in the measures. The number of units in a state's
distribution of revenues per unweighted pupil equals the number of unweighted ®

pupils in the state.’

7Another way of viewing the unweighted pupil compared to the district as
the unit of analysis is the following. When the unweighted pupil unit is employed e
the district averages for revenues and wealth per pupil are weighted by the number :
of unweighted pupils when the equality and wealth neutrality i easures are
computed. When the district is the unit of analysis the district averages for
revenues and wealth per pupil are weighted by one - as if each district only has
one pupil - when the equality and wealth neutrality measures are computed. -

.*G:
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e

3. YWeighted Pupil Aas the uﬁ1t of analysis »
This unit of analysis is the same as the unwe1ghte;1 pupil unit of
analysis described above except now the é‘ig ted pupil count is used in place
« | of th-e unweighted pupil count. Weighted pupil counts are utﬂi\zed by certain
‘\ﬁmrﬁmwmn.s s_recognition that some stuaents may ne\d" more

| —

] resources than others. Weighted student measures are on1y ava11ab1e70r a

limited number of states (F1¢mda. I'lHno1s. and New Jersey) and the data are
o such that measures computed on a we1ghted pupﬂ bas1s can only be used for -
.compaﬂsons over time for the particular state rather than for interstate
comparison . The inputs for the‘caIcuhtions of the equath and wealth ngutbr§~11ty
® ' measurés using the weighted pupﬂ as the unit of anﬂys1$ are, for each d1str1ct.'
,revénues per weighted pupil, weaTth per weighted pupil, and the numb'er; of |
we1ghtedfpup1,ls in_each Adistﬂg:t'.' Fp'r, th1s,un’1t of analysis the nu'mber.of units
o in a state's distribution of revenues per.wetghi:ed pupil is the number of
weighted pupils in the stat‘e; Nolte that weighted pupils i_re used in the
| d:enom1nator of the district level re,veny'e} and wealth variables in-addition to
" : th'e"'we1ght3f\'g" of edch district by the number of“we1ghted pupils in fhe compu-

tation of the equality and wea-Ith:, neutrality measures.

E. Measures of Equany and Wealth Neutrality.

.In this part the measures of equality and wealth neutrality that are
| analyzed in this report are described and a summary of certain characteristics
L of the measures is presented. An in depth presentation of the properties of each
] 8

measure 1s not presented here, but the interested reader is referred el sewhere.”

8See Berne, R.M., "Equity and Public Education: Conceptual Issums of
Measurement”, Public Policy Research Institute, Working Paper No. 4, Graduate School
e of Public Administration, New York University, N.Y., N.Y., October, 1977; and
Berne, R.M. and L. Stiefel, "An Evaluation of the Federa1 Expenditure D1sparity
Measure," Draft Report to USOE. Ju1y. 1978
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- It must be stressed that the "equity" measures presented here are. far
from an exhaustive set of representations of what observers and scholars of
school finance have considered as equity. For example, many believe that equity'
__1n_school finance requires considerable 1 ngguality of resources due to the
special needs of certain sub-populations such as educationally. disadvantaged,
economically disadvantaged. minorities, city or rural residents, etc. Equality
) -take-factors such as these 4nto account are recognized to be |
valid but are not considered in this metnodoiA;i;;i:;;ﬁ§;§§f§'>Af§EEEEE“
example of a type of equity measure'that is not considered in this report is

a measure that examines the relationship between school resources and tax
'rates : Finally. even within the classes of equity measures considered in this
report, equality and wealth neutrality, there are measures that are not

included. For example. equality measures based on specific utility functions

or wealth neutrality measures based on a constant elasticity specification
have not been considered. Equity measurcs incorporated value judgements and

it is impossible to take all values into account. This 1imitation should be

kept in mind when the actual measures are examined in the sections to follow.

The equality measures are described first followed by the wealth neutrality

measures. Throughout this report both types of measures are used to rank
distributions; that is the measures are used ordinally. Tha distributions may

be for one state over time or for a number of states at one point in time.

1. Equality Measures

‘Stated very simply equality measures assess the dispersion (or equality)
of distributions. In this case the distributions are of revenues per pupil.

9For an example of this type of analysis see Brischetto, R. "The School
Finance Reforms of the Seventies: Their Impact on Poor and Minority Students

in Six States", Intercultural Development Research Association. San Antonio,
Texas, 1978.
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The actual definitions of the nine equdlity measures used in this report are

‘presented first, followed by a summary of certain properties of the measures.

e
The following s}mbo]s are used in this sub-part:
' N = number of districts in a distribution (state).
‘ P1 = rumber of unweighted pupils 1in district 1.

R REV, = revenues per unweighted pupil in district 1.

u. = mean per pupil revenues in a distribution (state) ca1cu1ated T
P on an unweighted pupil bas1s _

The definitions presented below are formulaied assum1n§ the uh1t of
analysis is the unwe1ghted pup11 The definitions when the weighted bup11s is
the unit of analysis are similar except the revenue var1ab1e is expressed on a
weighted pupil basis and the weighted pupils are useﬂ in piace of unweighted -

. pupils 1n'the definitions. The definitions for the district unit of analysis
can be derived by using the unweighted pupil fonmﬁIations but now assuming that -

- there is only one student in each district, that is P1 = 1 for 511 i.

a. Range (RANGE)
The range is def1ned as the difference between the highest and

10uest values of REV1 in the distribution.

R b. Restricted Range (RES RANGE) ;

@ The restricted range is defined as the d1fference between the
~ - value of REV, below which five percent of the pupils fall and the

value of REV1 above which five percent of the pupils fall.

. ¢. Federal Range Ration (FED R R)
The federal range ratio is defined as the restr1cted nge

P d1v1ded by the value of REV1 below wh1ch five percent of the -1'1s fall,

' 1°The representations in parentheses f011ow1ng the name of the equality
measures are used to 1dent1fy the measure in subsequent tab1es in this report.

ey
~ o
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d. ReTative Mean Deviation {REL MN DEV)
The relative mean deviation can be defined as follows:

N
. -
Z;;] i I "P “"‘Vf
N _
z P‘| llb
i=] _

e. Permissible Variance (PERM VAR) ’
The permissiblo vairance can be defined as fbllows'

W“Z‘”’f?p‘ REV,

1'1

HZ‘_P

i=1

where M is defined as the median level of REV1 and districts 1| chrough
J are below the madian value of REV,. (Note ' that REV, is the pupil
based median when the pupil is the dnit of analysis.) | The per-
missible variance is, therefore, a ratio of the actaal total revenues
-1n districts below the median to thc total revenues that would be
required for all districts if they were spending at the median level.

-

f. Variance (VAR) '
The vardance is defined as fbllous

'Z.P

- REV )z

g. Cchficient of Variation (COEF VAR)

The coefficient of variation 1s defined as thc square root of
- the variance devided by the mean (up) |

)




- 1ist of these value Judgémgnts, posed as questions, appears in Table II-1. %
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h. Standard Deviation of Logar1thms (STD DEV LGS)
The standard deviation of logarithms can be defined as. follows:

N

2: 0 | ) ) 1/2
L (Z - Tog, REY1) |

N

Where Z =

- i=1
and the natural logarithm is utilized.

i. Gini Coefficient (GINI)
The Gini coefficient can be defined as follows:

VNT- — Z Z ijlm-:v Ry, |
2(2_ "1)2",, REEEE

=1

Graph1ca11y, the 61n1 coefficient can be expressed as the ratio of the
:gga]between the Lorenz curve and the 45° 1ine to the area below the
ine. .

" *The nine equality measures 1ncofporate different value judgements and a

3

The answers to the value judgement questions for the nine equa11ty measures

appear in Figure II-1. Figure II-1 shows that the equality measures incorporate

the value judgemeﬁts differently and 1t has been demonstrated that potentially

0y
~ )
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TABLE 11I-1 )
A LISTING OF VALUE JUDGEMENTS FOR EQUALITY MEASURES

1. Are all units* (students, d1str1cts. etc) taken into account in the equality
measure? ‘

"~ 2. Does the equality measure always show ln improvement when dollars** are
transferred from one unit to another that is lower in the distribution and
and both t.nits are located on the same side of the mean?

3. Does the equality measure aIweys show an improvement when dollars are.
transferred from one unit to another that is lower in the distribution
and both units are located on the same tide of the median?

4. Does the equality mea-sure‘ﬂﬁeys show an improvement when dollars are
transferred from one unit above the mean to another that is below, the mean? - ®

5. Does the r:ghaﬁty measure always show an improvement when dollars are
tz:sf;r from one unit above the med'lvan to lnother that is beIow the .
median

6. Does the equality measure always show an 1mprovement when a constant amount @
of dollars is added to each unit? . ‘ :

7. Does the equality measure always show 1ncreased 1nequ|11ty when the totﬂ
doﬂers of each unit are increazsed by a proport'lonﬂ amount?

- 8. Does the equality measure record doﬂar changes at d1fferent levels of the : *‘
~ distribution in the same wey? ,

9. Is weLean level used as a bas1s of comparison?
10. Is the median-Tevel used as a basis of compar'lson?

. A.re all levels compared to one another as the basis of comparison? ®

*The term "unii" refers to the unit of observation. In most investigationz of -

educational equality the unit is the school di str'lct D'lstr-'lcts,ny or may not
be ue1ghted on & student basis.

**[t {s essuned here that dollars (per pupil) is the argument of the equ'lty
function. The same quest1ons could be asked with other ergunents . -

Source: Berne, 1977.




FIGURE 11-1

~ . i ' ANSHERS TO VALUE JUDGMENT ‘&ESHMS
T . "~ FOR NINE EQUALITY RES .
EQUALITY MEASURES e , )
- A{‘f“::’" Standard
Federsl Relative - Coefficient Daviation
v : nstrict.d lhn‘ Nean mmml ' of of. it
VALUE JUDGMENTS' Range tio Deviation Variance Yartance Varfition i.oguritl-s Coa’ficiut
1. All uaits taken fato account?- Mo Mo Mo Yes o Y Yes - Ys  vas'
2. lmprovemeat for transfers ‘ : D .
. o eas side of the Bean? No N N No Yes Yes Ya* Yes
3. lsprevement for transfers : *
¢ OR Ohe side of the median? No No No No No Yes Yes Yes =~ | Yes .
4. Ingrovwment for traasfers . “ o oo
that cress mean? Mo M No Yes -No Yes  Ves " Yas - Yes
§. lmprevemeat for transfers :
- that cress median? No ) No No Yes Yes Yes Yes
6. Semsitive to equal additions? Ho N Yes  Yes Ys M Yes Yes
7. Seasitive to equal - i S o
percentage increase? Vas Yes No No No Yes No . No
.. cunrt at different ) o ’
Tovels recorded ideatically? No No No No No Yes _Yes. No
9. Nean for conpariscy No No No Yes No Yes Yes ) Yes
10. Nedian for comparison? > Mo No No No Yes No ko No
11. M1 levels for comparison?. No No No No . W %o No. No
; TS

*Not always true for very high end of distribution.
1rce. _Berne, 1977. ‘
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the measures can yield contradictory“rankings.li After this section, this
report will assess the degree to which there -.e contradict1ons)among the

meadures for actual school finance data.

. 2. Wealth Neutrality Measures _

The wealth neutrality measures exam1ned in th1s report are al1 designed
to assess»the observed relat1onsh1p between revenues per pupil and uealth per
pupil. A state's d1str1but1on of revenues per pup {1 are considered wealth
neutral when there is no observed relationship between revenues per pupil and
wealth per pupil. The actual-defjnitions of the nine wealth neutrality
neesures~used in this report are presented first followed by a summary of
certain properties of the measures. o

"In-addition to the symbols used 1n the last sub~part, the following
symbols are used in the wealth neutrality def1n1t1ons. '

H1 = .equalized assessed property vilue per unue1ghted pupil
in district 1.

tw

¥ = mean equalized essessed property value per unweighted
pupil calculated on an Lnue1ghted pup1l bes1s

oy o N

-2 . PyW

- - 1™

T o= i=].

o |
4 :E: P1

1-] | & ‘ 4

A1l but one of the wealth neutrality measures are calculated using

" regression procedures. The symbols used in fhe following def1n1t10ns are .

appropriate for the unweighted pup1l unit of anmalysis. When the unweighted
(weighted) pupil s the unit of enei§s1s the number of cbscrvation in the
regression equals the number of unweighted (weighted) pup1ls'endkthe
1ndependent and dependent var{ables and theirfmeens are calculated on an

1 .
~ Vlsee Berne, 1977 and Berne and Stiefel, 1978 for a further elabora-
tion of the value judgements and exampIes of the contradictory rankings.

)
~ 0
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unweighted (weighted) pupil basis. When the district is the unit of analysis

the number of observations in the regressions is the number of districts and

the 1ndependent‘and dependent‘var1ab1es are calculated on an unweighted v

pupil basis.

In th1S‘case_the variable means (W) are chlculated using the

distribution of d1s§ricts.

o,

a. Simplé correlation (SIM CORR)

This measure 1s defined as the simple correlation
calculated when REV, is the dependent variable and N1 is
the independent var1ab1e _—

b. Slope from simple regression (SLOPE W)

This measure is defined as the slope coefficient .
(unstandard1zed) in a regression where REV1 is the dependent
variable and | w; 1s the independent variable. In a regress1on.
REV = a + by W, the slope coefficient equals b1

c.. Slope from regression using W and W2 (SLOPE W2)

This measure is defined as the slope calculated‘from the
estigated regression REV = a + b, W + b . Cflope is
calculated at the mean value of W and equa]s b + sz

d: Slope from regression using W We and N3 (SLOPE H3) \\\\\‘
i This measure is defined as the slopi calcu ated from the

Ve

.estimated regression REV = a + W + boW The slope
is calculated at ths mean value f W and e ua]s
by + ZbZ'bT + 3by (W)°.

e. Estimated difference in revenues between two values of
wealth (EXP DIF)

. This measure is def1ned as the difference between two
predicted values onREV whsre the prediction equation is
REV=a+ bW+ b,WE+D The values for W are the mean
(W) plus an& m1nu§ one siandard deviation of W. (The standard’

- deviation of W is represented as SDW). This measure can be
represented as theé following: :

a+ by (W+ SON) + by (W + SDW)Z + by (W + sow) )
= (a+ by (W- SDW) + b, (W - sow)2 + bs (W - sm:)‘3
= 2b, (SDN) + 4b, (SOW)W + by (6SDW - W + 2(SDK’) ).

f. Bivariate Gini coefficient (HICK GINI)12

This measure is not a regression based meaSure but 1nstead
is analogous to (but not the same as) the Gini coefficient. In

127he

. Professor 6.

B1var1a£e Gini Coefficient described here is based on the work of
A. Hickrod and others at IT1iinois State University. The definition

4) ~y
[ i}
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order to calculate the bivariate Gini, all districts
are placed in order of wealth per pupil, from lowest to
highest. This ranking can then be used to calculate a
percentage distribution of pupils in order of increasing
wealth. Simultaneously, the percent of total revenues
associzted with the distribution of pupils by wealth can
be calculated. Finally, for each pupil, the percent of
wealth and percent of revenues can be plotted in a
Lorenz-T11ke curve and the bivariate Gini is the area
between the curve and the 45° 1ine divided by the area
below the 45° 1ine. -

Hickrod et al. point out that in certain instances
there may be problems of interpretation for the bivariate
meusu{s since the Lorenz-1ike curve can cross the 45°
1ine. In the preparation of the data for this report,
most data providers were able to identify instances when
the Lorenz-11ke curve crossed the 45° 1ine and the value
of the bivariatclﬁini is not reported in the data set in
these {nstances. ' _ :

g. Elasticity -based on slope from simple regression (ELAST W)
This elasticity measure is computed by multiplying
the slope from the simple regression (SLOPE W) by mean
wealth per pupil divided by mean revenues per pupil.
(ELAST W = (SLOPE W) (W).) '
¥p

h. Elasticity based on slope from regression using ¥ and W2
(ELAST H§¥
' This elasticity measure is:computed h* multiplying
the slope from the regression using W and W* (SLOPE W2) by
mean wealth per pupi! divided by mean revenues per pupil
(ELAST W2 = (SLOPE W2) (W).) ' f -

up

- 1. Elasticity based on slopc‘fron regression using W Hz ind
2 (E#ﬁT o stictty ne 1 b "9’, iyt
s elasticity measure is comput y multiplying
E;c slope f;:: the rtg::s:io:dzsigg'w. ;!. and H§ (SLOPE ??)
mean wea per ‘pu v mean revenues per pupil.
(ELAST -W3 = (SLOPE uag ). |

¥p

reported here draws heavily on G.A. Hickrod, T. Wei-Chi Yung, B.C. Hubbard,

and R. Chaudhari, "Measurable Objectives for School Finance Reform: A Further
Evaluation of -I111nois School Finance Reforms of 1973%, I11inois State '
University, Normal, I11inois, April 1975, especially pages 10 to 22.

1ckrod et a1, 1975, pages 18 and 19. | |
| 4hen the Lorenz-11ke curves cross the 45° Tine the bivariate Gini
coefficients are recorded as 0.00000 in Appendices Band C.

R} -

l) s
L9 \
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S The nine wealth neutrality measures incorporate different value judgemehts
and a 11st1ng'of these value‘judgementé. posed as-questions, appear in Table II-2.
The answers to the value judgements for eight wealth neutrality measufes appear
in Figure 11-2.15 : _

As was the case with the equality measures, it has béen shown that the
. 'd1fferent measures of wealth neutra11ty.can y1g1d contrad1ctofy rank1hgs.]6' In -
the next several sections the‘degree to which these.meaSures yield contrad1c;dny

_rankings in one state over time and among_states.is examined.

F. Years of Analysis |
Since this report utilized data that are'currentIy available, it was not
o possible to obtain datu for the same years in all states. As 5pec1f1ed in
Appendix A, the preferret y!arsifor the analysis are 1972-73 and 1975-76.
'Howéver. the sumary of the dafa outlined in Tab]g I-1 indicates that Qata
® from the preferred years were‘nqt‘ava11ab1e in all ca#és. Nevertheless, the
available data afe satisfactory for the néthod010g1ca1 analysis carried qut'
1; this report; First, data afe’aggfIabIe for more than one_jear.fpr a1mo§t
® . all ﬁtates so that the consistency of the measures over time can be assessed‘.
Second, data are available for over hﬁIf the states for 1975-76 so that the

measures can be evaluated among states at one point in time.

® N G. District Types |
For most states analyzed in this report, data are avajlable for all

districts in a §1n91e data set since the grades covered by all districts,

usually K-12, are comparab1e. However, for three statés,xCa11forn1a; I11inois,

15The bivariate Gini is excluded from this f1gure due to the amb1gu1ty
of interpretation discussed above.

]GSee Berne and Stiefel, 1978.
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TABLE 11-2

A LISTING OF VALUE JUDGEMENTS FOR WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES

1. Are all pupils taken into account in the measure?

2. Does the measure always show an improvement when revenues are transferred |
(mean preserving) from a district to another with Tower per pupil wealth
and per pupil revenues? : -

3. Is the measure sensitive to equal additions to the-dipcndent (revenuc)
variable? ‘ . :

4. Is the measure sensitive to equa1 percentage increases in the dependent
(revenue) variable? , ‘ :

5. Is the measure sensitive to equal additions to the 1nd§pendent (wealth)
v variable? :

6. 1s the measure sensitive to equal percentage increases in the 1ndipendcnt
. (wealth) variable?

Source: Berne and Stiefel, 1978. - )
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FIGURE 11-2 »
ANSNERS TO VALUE JUDGEMENT QUESTIONS
FOR EIGHT WEALTH MEUTRALITY MEASURES -
(adopted from Sarne and Stiefel, 1578)
MEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES

VALUE JUDGEMENTS SINCORR  SLOPE W - SLOPE W2  SLOPE N3  EXP DIE

ELAST N

Scurce: Berne and Stiefel, 1978.

ELAST N2  EWAST W3
1. A1} pupils taken into account? YES YES YES YES YES . YES YES ‘ YES
2. Improvement for mean NOT NOT NOT NOT : NOT NOT
preserving tnn_sﬁrs? _ NECESSARILY YES NECESSARILY KCES§MIL‘ NECESSARILY YES NECESSARILY NECESSARILY
3. Sensitive to equal additions . '
to dependant? NO NO N NO N0 YES YES YES
4. Sensitive to equal pcrcenugo ' . -
. increases in dependent? - NO YES YES YES YES NO NO . N0
5. Sensitive to equal additions o - ‘
to independent? NO NO NO NO YES YES YES YES
6. Sensitive to cqnl percentage A
increases in independent? NO YES YES YES: YES RO NO N




28 °

and Missouri, there are gorups of districts that cover d1fferent'grade Tevels.

Tﬁe data in these States'areﬂorgan1zed by d1str1ct type and they a~e reported

and analyzed as such 1n‘th1s reporf.lz Once the inequality and wealth neutrality
measures ars canputed by district type it is impossible to cumb1nc these

measures for an entire state in a valid and :1nple_fhsh1on. Since the rnselrchers
who made the data availadle respected the district type distinctions, a con-
sistent procedure is followed in this report. |

H. Conclusions and Caveats ‘

" Given the nature of the dita gathered for this report, there are at
Teast four ways in which these data can be inliyzed. In each case there are
certain caveats that must be faported with the analysis and in the last two
cases the clveats may be so compelling that the analys1s is invalid.

First the data can be utilized to assess the behavior of equality or
wealth neutral1ty measures over time in a particular state. COﬁclus16ds that
.would follow from an analysis of this type relate to thc measures. That is, ' 
the question asked is whether equality or wealth neutrality moasures.lgrec'w1th
one another when used in time series analysis. s1nc¢ the revenue, wealth, and
pupil definitions are highly comparable in each state over time, the data gathertd‘
for this report should yleld ncan1ngful conclusions about the potent1al for |
contradictions among the Measures when intertemporal analyses are carried out

Second, an analysis of the consistency ofvequal1ty or wealth nqutra]1ty
measures for a number of states at‘bnn point in timn could be performed §$1ng.
the data gathered for this report. Again, this type of &nalysis focuses on
the cqns1stnncy_anong the iéasureg. | The pr1mary_éoncern§1n comparisons of

the measures across states should be that each measure is computed for each

l7An exception is Missouri where data for the unit d1str1cts are used

in interstate comparisons s1nce B% of the pupils were in unit d1str1cts
in 1975-76 ,

s e
3.
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state on the same distribution of var1a51ec. The'd1fferenccs 1n\comparcb1l1ty4
of the'def1n1t1oﬁs of revenues, wealth, and pup1]s;should not influence the
anaiys1s so long as the basic properties of the distributions are not altered
by the differences 1nucomparab111ty outlined in this section. Therefore.‘when
- the dav " this rcpcrt are utilized to compare the behavior of the measures
across states, an implicit assumption 1s that the inconsistencies are cadsec
by the differences in the measures and not by the differences in data compa-
rabtlity. o
Th1rd. the data g&thered for th1s report could be used to assess whether
a pact1cular state has become more equal or wealth neutral over time. A number
of'cr1t1cal‘caveats must accompany any analysis of this type.
F{rst. only a sub-set of possible equal1ty}pr wealth ncutral1ty measures
are presented in th1c‘report and furthcnmore'therc maj not be consistency
among thc-ut1l1zed measures or the unweighted pupil and district units of
anaiys1s. Second, the daca in this report use a specific resource definiticn,
local and state revenues .excluding debt service and capital and this may not
~ be tﬁe most prefcrred resource measure and certajﬁly is not the only resource
measure possible. In addition, in sane;1nstances Tocal and state revenues for
debt service and capital could not be separatcd from the revenue data. Third,
in most statec dnwc1ghted pupils are utilized rather than weighted pupils and
there are some who bcl1évevthat weighed pupil measurec should be employed when
.categor1ca1 state aid is included in the resource variable. Thus, th1sidatc '
set has certain drawbacks for making conclusions cbout the equity in a pcrt1cular
state over time. | | |
| Fourth, the'data could be used to assess the equal1ty or wealth neutral1ty
of-a particular state compared to other states at one point in time. The caveats

that must accompany conclusions of this sort are very serious and tend to cast
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cbnsiderable doubt on the meaningfulness of the conclusions for a given state
at a particular point in time. Here cunparib1l1ty across States'1s a critical
issue and a detenminii1on of the magnitude of the comparability problem must
aui1t a sensitivity anaiys1s of a more comparable data set, a]though”certain
sensitivity analyses are undertaken in this report. It 1; fair to say that fhe}
problems of comparability in the revenue, wealth, and pupil variables would '
pr.ciude‘most‘ahalysts fron making conclusions obout a particular state at a
point in time. In addition to the comparability problems, the issues cited
above including the sqlect1on of a.part1cular equiﬁy measure, the appropriate
- unit of ahalysis. thevpric1se resource variable and the pupil weight all ﬁuSt
be taken into account when’nak1ng interstate comparisons. _

" Based, in part, on this assessment, this report focuses almost entirely
on the first two methodological asscssmentsfalthougﬁ the conc]us1on$ in various
states over time are briefly considered. In 15;v1nstanccs are the'data_used to

assess the position of one state relative to others at one point in time.

3i
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IIT. Analysis of Equality and Wealth Neutrality Measures Over Time

® | The purpose of this section and the next is to assess the performance
of the equality and weaﬁ:h néutrath measures when they are used to determire
whethefr a single state has become more equal or more wealth neutrgI over time.
L J - The behavior of the measures within states over time are examined to determine
whether ‘the different equality and different wealth neutrai'lty, measures agree
- with ot contra&1ct one another..‘ Furthemore, where contradictions exist thé
® natufe of the contradictions are examined part}1cu1a§-1y 1‘n relation to the
p'roperti.es of the m(asures outlined in Section iI. First _the equﬂﬂy measures
aré examined, )t'_hen the wealth neufrﬂ‘lty measures. 'The actual beh@vior of the
® measures when used over time in individual states 15 displayed for each state

in Section IV of the report.

A. Equath"Measures
“The behavior of the n1'ng equality measures, when used in a state over
time, 1s discussed in four parts. First, the agreement among the equa'lftj
measures in individual ;tates over time is assessed when the meaéures‘aﬁr"e
computed using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis and second, for the district |
hMt of analysis. The degree to which the measures agree between the tﬁo units
) | ‘of analysis when used in a state over: time is examined in the third part and
* the conclusions for the eqhath measures are presented in the fourth part,
The data availability permits = {intertemporal compaﬂsohs among the
equality measures for 21 states. In 15 of these cases data are available for
e two years, however;. in one case data are available for three years, .in four
cases for four years, and in one case for five yelrs.' In ddd1t1on. in three

“states the data are organized by multiple district types. If, in each state

_ _, . 2
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or distfict type within a state, the most recent year available 1¢s_cu\p'|re¢._!' to

cvev;y other year available, a sample of 44 1‘ntcrtunporal comparisons 1s defined
and these v4'4 intertemporal cﬁnparisons are uttlized throughdut this part to
assess the agreement among the equality mea‘sqr:l:s. Note that l'n"tn‘t}ert'npomf
conpjrison refers to the use of a number c'f_.gqu-al'itx‘ measures to isiéss ‘
whether a state has’bccme more or Tess equal between two points in time and
‘the sample just described has 44 intertemporal comparisons, The intertemporal
comparisons using the ning equality measures for this 44 obseﬁnt‘lon supie.
are all displayed in Section IV of this report. It should be noi:o'd'that‘ stnce
California data are available for five yelrs and are organfzed 1n thm d*lstrfct
' types. twolve of the 44 ohservations in the sample are for Caltfornta. This ts
~ taken 1nto) account in the presentation and analysis to follow,

Thes(e 44 cbservations are not the only possible intertemporal compart-
sons that can be made with the avaﬂable data, If the 1nt¢rtnpon’l compart-
sons are not Iimited to the most recent year avatlabla, then an addttional 31
| cmpar*liohs (18 of nh'léh are for C&Hfom‘la) can be generated yteldtng a
75 .observation population, These additional tntertemporal conpartsons are |
used in the next part in order tol test the robustness of the findings from
the 44 opsgrvatidn sﬁple when the unweighted puptl 1s the untt of ana'lysis'.

1. Assessnent of Equality Measures in States Over Tine Using
Umightod Pupil Unit of Amlys*ls |
The particuhr question addnssod 1n this part may be stated as fo'llovm
When a nu-bcr of equality measures, computed using the unweighted |
'?.'.‘22.".'.‘.33.°§.-'?:l¥’1:a.?":,2:&..‘:.2‘::?:12'1:":?2.“.‘ do'the
equality measures agree?
In other words, if we pick two points in time for a state and conpute 2 number
of equality measures using the umneighted pupﬂ unit of analyﬂs. will the

msures all show movement in the same direction?

2
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- The least restr:.'l'cti_ve way to assess t‘he"extent to which there is agreement
or contradiction among the measures is to compute the pércenta’gé of the time
all nine equality fneasures in each 1ntertempora1 comparison agree for a sample
- of intertemporal cuﬁpaﬁsohs. As d1sp1ayed 'n T:a,bIe I1I-1, the nine equality

measures agree in seven’casesin the 44 observation sample, 6r 16% of the time.
The 44 observation sample can be restr1cteci to one observation. or
1nteftémpor‘a1 comparison per state by selecting the observation for the unjt |
(.K-12) districts when there are multiple distr1¢t typesa. and by selecting the
comparison for the longest time period wheﬁ there are more than two years
“available for the state. In this(ZI state scmple (one per state) there is
complete agr"eenent'among the nine equality measures in six out of 21.or 14%
of the cases. If the intertemporal comparisons are not restricted to use the
" end year for all available comparisons, there are 75 comp.,arisons in all that
¢ - can be made. In this popdhtmh of 75 intertemporal comparisons, there is
| - ccmplete agreement in 12 out of 75 or 16% of the cases_. These figures for the
three samples are d1$p1ayed in Table III-2. Thus all nine equality measures
o | agree in abodt one in e1ght'cases. — |
In order to select a smaller number of equality measures, with the
potvent1a1 of increasing the level of agreément.' particular value judgments
e must be relied upon. An examination of F1gﬁre 1I-1 shows that only the range (R),
restﬂcted fange (RR).' and var .ance (VAR) are sensitive to equal .percentage
increases. It is probably safe to assume that most people would prefer a
@ measure that is insensitive to eqda] percentaje increases when the e'qdath .
| measures areiused over time since this property provides an approximate control
for inflation. o | |
e If the set of equality measures is reduced to six, eliminating the range,
restricted range, and variance, the level of agreement increases considerably.

l) [
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In Table III-1 ‘the cases where only. the range, restricted range or varfance
contradict the othcr six measures are identified for the 44 observation s-plc.
The extent to which the other six equality measures that are insensitive to
equﬂ percentage increases (Federal Range Ration (FRR), Relative Mean Dcvh.tion
,(”.,m. Permissible Variance (PY), Coe_fficicnt of Var‘la‘tioc (COV), Standard |
Deviation of Logarithms (LOGS), Gini Cocfficicnt (GINI)) agree is summarized for
. a11 three samples in Table I1I-2. Now, agreement is close to the 503 level.
Howcnr. 1t 1s important to keep in mind ‘that thils required some restrictfons

0 value Judgments beyond the selection of the nine equality measure, which is

1tself a value judgment. A |

e additional value judgments are accepted the number of cqulity\
- measures that are utilized for comparisons can be reduced further. For
example, the Federal rat;gc ratio and the pﬂ:nissiblc variance could be
excluded bccausc they ignere park of thc distribution. Furthermore, thc :
relative mean dcviation could be cxcluded since it ignores transfers on one
(either) side of the mean. Acceptance of these value judgments reduces the
-nubcr of equality measures ‘to-three; the coefficient of variation, standard
deviation of logarithms and Gin? cocjf‘lcient. It should be noted that the
standard deviation of logaritims does not show an improvement for cll
transfers in the upper part of the distribution but this abberation occurs
only at the very high end of the distribution, while 1t occurs for all
transfers that do not cross the mean for the rclative mean deviation.

. With cnly three cqual‘ity measures agreement is considtnble. As shown
n Table I11-2, agresment amang the coefficient of varfation, standard
deviation of logar{thms and Gin{ coefficient ranges fm 86% in the 21
observation sauplc to 93% in the 44
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"Key to Tables II1I-1, III-3, III-5

R = Range )
RR = Restricted Range
FRR = Federal Range Ratio

RMD = Relative Mean Deviation

PV = Pemissible Yariance

VAR = Variance

COV = Coefficient of Variation

. LOGS = Standard Deviation of Logar1thns :

GIN. = Gini Coef?{:.cient

M = More Equal
- L = Less Equal
' ? - Uncertam Regardmg Equath Change |

Years are represented by first year of academc year, Thus,
72-75 represent 1972-73 to 1975-76.

Entries in Column headed "ALL AGREE EXCEPT R, RR, VAR" indicate
measures that contradict with six equality measures: FRR, RMD, PV,
-COvV, LOGS, GINI.

Entries in column headed “COV, LOG, GINI AGREE BUT CON'I'RADICTION
AMONG" 1indicate measures that contradict with three equality
measures: COV, LOG, GINI. L
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| © TABLE IIl-2 |
SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT AND CONTRADITTIONS . - . (e
AMONG EQUALITY MEASURES USED INTERTEMPORALLY, ~ v ., ¥
UNWEIGHTED PUPIL UNIT OF ANALYSIS g o Snad .
. ( e
Camplete Agreement Agreement |\Agresment = - Contradiction
Among Nine Except Among . Among .
Equality Measures R, RR, VAR COV, LOGS, GINI GOV, LOGS, GINI =~ °
44 Observation Sample 16% ' 55% 93% 7%
21 Observation Sample 143 433 . e6x 143

75 Observation Population s | sz e ns’




qbservat1on sample.f-l However, this level of agreement is obtainable only

with the acceptanCe of particular value judgments that some people may find

disagreeable.

2. Assessment of Equality Measures In States Over Time Using
District Unit of Analysis

The specific question addressed in this part may be stated as follows:
When a number of equality measures, computed using the district unit
of analysis, are used to determine whether a state has become more
or le;s equal between two po1nts in time, do the equa11ty measures
agree ' :

In other words, 1f we select two points 1n time for a state and compute a

"number of equality measures using the district unit of analysis. w111 the

measures all show movement in the same direction?

~ The strategy utilized in the last part for the unweighted pupil unit of
analysis 1s dsed here for the district unit of analysis except:that only the
44 observation and 21 ebservation (ohe’per state) samples are discussed_.2

~ First, when all nine equality measures are used in the 1ntertempora1

comparisons computed dn district unit of analys{s. Table 111-3 1nd1cates that

"~ in 11 of 44 or 25% of the cases the nine equalitj“measures‘are in complete

agreement. The results for the sample of 21, restricted to one observation
per state, are quite similar; 1nAs1x of the 21 or 29% of theaeases‘the nine
equality measures completely agree. These results as weil as those for the
subsefs of equality measures are displayed in Table III-4,

If only the_six equality measures'that are insensitive to equal percentage

1increases are used in the intertemporal comparisons then there is agreement

among the six measures in 55% of the observations in the sample of 44 and

]The inclusion of the Relatiive M2an Deyfation in this last group does not
change the levels of agreement appreciably in the 44 observatfon sample .

2The 1nclusion of the 75 observation sample would not change the findings
in this part in any significant way.

o
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| | TABLE ITIT-4 - d
- SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT AND CONTRADICTIONS - ‘ |
AMONG EQUALITY MEASURES USED INTERTEMPORALLY,
_ ' DISTRICT UNIT O_F ANALYSIS '
| E -
- .
Con'p‘l:te ﬁre-ent AgE:éelent Agrement . Contradiction
. ng Nine - Except _Among ‘ Among
Equality Measurss R, RR, VAR COV, LOGS, GINI COV, LOGS, GINt

44 Observation Sn’ple 25% | 55% 89% 11%

21 Gbservation Sample 295 57% - %08 o5




43

ggreement'in 57% of the cases in the sample of 21. Finally, when only the |
coefficient of variation, standard deviation of logarithms, and Gini
- coefficieat are exim1ned there is agreement among the three in 89% and 90%
of the cases in the 44 and 21 9bsefvat1on samples, respect1ve1y.i
Although the_results for the complete agreement among thé nine equality-
measures and agreement among the s1x eqhal1ty measures show somewhat more
agreeﬁent for the district compared to the the1ghted bup1] unit of ;ngJys1s. :b
the overall pattern of the results is quite 31m1lar. That *s..certa1n value
judgnents must:-be used to reduce the number of equal1ty measures from the |
or1g1nal nine before i1t can be said that there is cons1derable agreement
among the measures. If the gqu1ty evaluat1on is content_to use the coefficient
of variation, standard deviation of Togarithms, and Gini coefficient, then in -
rought]y“90% of the caées, using the district (or pupil) unit of an#!ys1s, the
sfgte appears to be mov1ng.towarq or aﬁay from equality and in only 10% of_thg
cases would the determination be uncertain.3 But the use of only three measures
“may not be in Tine with most people's Qalue judgments. | |
3. Assessment of Equality Measures In States!Over Time: Compar1§on
~ of District and Unweighted Pupil Un1ts of Analysis ,
The specific question addressed in this part may be spec1f1ed as foilows.
Hhen nine equality measures are used to determine whether a -
" state has become more or less equal between two points in time,
do the findings from the equality measures computed using a
district unit of analysis agree with the findings from the same
equality measures using the unweighted pup1l unit of analysis?

The focus in this assessment is not whether there is agreement among the

measures for one un1t of analys1s but whether the 1nd1v1dual equality measures

3The relative mean dev1at1on can be added to the three measures discussed
. here and the percentage in agreement would not drop below 80% in the 44 or 21
case samples using the districts as the unit of analysis.,

NN
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are consis tent across units of analysis In other words, if'ior a state
betueen two points in time using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis the
| coefficient of variation indicates more equality and the Gini coefficient
less equality the assessment in this part determines whether the same ‘
‘more-less pattern prevails when the district unit of analysis 1s utilized.

The assessment of the behavior of the equality measures computed using .

| both units of analysis is displayed in Table I11-5. This table indicates that'f

in eleven of the 44 cases the conclusions from each of the nine equality
' measures agree across units of analysis This does not necessarily mean that
271 eighteen measures for éach intertemporal comparison are the same. ,It‘

does indicate that, when compared pairwise across units of a nalysis, there is

agreemient in 25% of the cases for all nine equality measures.  The agreement
for the 21 case sample is 24%

The extent of the contradictions among the pairwise comparisons across -

units of analysis is also displayed in Table IIl-5. A sunmany of the contra- |

dictions for the 44 and 21 observation samfes appears in Tables III-6 and
I11-7. Table III-6 indicates that in the 44 observation sample there are a -
total:of.65 contradictions out‘of 396 possibilities'(4i x 9) or contradictions
in 16% of the cases' In the 21 observation sample there are a total of 40
contradictions out of 189 (21 x 9) or in 21 % of the cases Table II1-6 also
‘shows that for the 44 observation sample. in over 60% of the cases (28/44)
there are one or no contradictions between the measures computed using two

units of analysis when nine equality measures are computed for each case.

However. in a wmall percentage of the cases there are multiple contradictions ‘

when the measures are computed using both units of analysis.

‘Table I1I-7 displays the frequency of the contradictions for each parti-
cular measure. The range is not listed on the table since it is the same




TABLE I11- 5

COMPARISONS OF EQUALITY nusuuzs '
COMPUTED ON DISTRICT AN : 45
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e , M 72-75 X
CAL-UN 70-74 . X
, CAL-UN | N7 . X
. CAL-UN 72-74 R : X .
[ “leAL e | nn ‘ . X
, CAL-HS 70-74 X 1
o CAL-HS n-mw A .| x|
Vo s nn, o b X ,
T s | e )L - IR
o T jeaL-EL 70-74 S : : ‘ X
CAL-EL n-m 1. A X
, om-er | 72-74 1 x
‘ CAL-EL BN o : ' X
. fooL. o2 " X X X X
4 [Fa © s X X X X X
FLA 73-75 . X X X
FLA . T4-78 X X
 |esonsIa | 72-75 ’ X X X
e Copuew | 77 X '
BuL-sec R-15 A X
pu-e 72-7% X .
e 72-74 X _ X
| oo 7278 ' x | x| | ox X
@ Lou 72-78 . X
’ 72-78 . X v _ X
T o n-74 - ' X _ '
ey 72-74 v ' : X
ot 73-74 ' X
e i n-18 X ‘
‘ uss n-78 . x| X
po-u 74-75 - X X
E)-a. 15 X T BB
® E 8 X |
' ru 75-17 ' X
- t) 7%6-17 , X X X
ru " 72-78 ‘ X X X T b x X
tu 73-75 o X X
® o =T
lt: 72:75 : X
Isc 72-7% ]
S0 73-75 g X X
: , 718 , « X
LIS S 74-75 . i - R _
v ase P T ' —F ' 43 _ "x _ = : X




ALL NINE AGREE ACROSS
' UNITS OF ANALYSIS

ONE CONTRADICTION OUT OF NINE
THO CONTRADICTIONS OUT OF NINE
THREE CONTRADICTIONS OUT OF NINE
FOUR CONTRADICTIONS OUT OF NINE

SIX CONTRADICTIONS OUT OF NINE

TABLE I11-6

FREQUENCY OF CONTRADICTIONS ACROSS UNITS OF ANALYSIS

EQUALITY MEASURES

44 Observation Sample |

FIVE CONTRADICTIONS OUT OF NINE .

m -
17

46

) \

¢l 0bservation Su| ]e

D

r . g
L L -t N N o o (3]

\




ol

a7
| y
.
- TABLE I11-7
* i FREQUENCY OF CONTRADICTIONS FOR EACH EQUALITY MEASURE
. - © _ACROSS UNITS OF ANALYSIS o
.
44 Observation Sample - 21 Observation_Sample
o  ESTRICTED RANGE 9 3
FEDERAL RANGE RATIO. 14 9
RELATIVE MEAN DEVIATION 0 L 8
o  PERMISSIBLE VARIANCE n 5
VARIANCE 4 N
" COEFFICIENT OF VARIATION 7 4
STANDARD DEVIATION OF LOGARITHMS 4 4
° .
» GINI COEFFICIENT 6 6
TOTAL CONTRADICTIONS 65 40
o |
e
!
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régardless of unit of anﬂy‘sis. It 1s apparent from Table IIl-7 that the

suiallést subset of measures discussed in the last wwo parts. the coefficient
of varfation, stmdard deviation of logaritlns and the 31n1 Coefficient, |
exhibit fewer contradictions than most cf the other equalit.v measures. 4

Thus. it appears that thtre are some differences across units of

amalysis when equalit,y measures are used 1ntert.|porall,y. Roughly 20% of

the time one of the ‘nine. equality musures is erly to yield different
results if the unit of analysis is the unmight&d pupil comparcd to the

i ‘district Thus, more consistcncy and less ubiguity 1n conclusions wﬂl

result i only om unft of amlysis is preferred and utﬂiztd in intertem-

poral compar{sons.

4. Conclusions: Equalm; Measures 1in StnteiOver Time
It 1s clear from this analysis that there is not perfect agreandnt
among the nine equality lelsures and between the units of nnalysis when the
measures are used to assess the movement of a state toward or away from
equality between two points in time. However, if ceminl__valuo Judgments

~ are accepted, thus reducing the number of equality measuras utilized, it is

possible to reach a point where thm or four equality measures used simul-
taneously will yield considerable agreerent. ; ,

If no value judgments are ‘IIPOS!d to reduce the number of equality mﬁum
and both units of analysis are usod. it could be required that all nine equalit,v
Iusures computed on both units of amlysis (1.0. eighteen equality msuns)
agree before. a state 1s assessed as more or less equal between two points 1n

time. If trese criteryy are imposed on the 44 observation sample, only five

cases (Illinois-Unit; 1972-75;'Illinois_-Elmtlry, 1972-1975; Missouri-Elemen~
tary. 1974-1975; New Mexico, 1974-75; and South Carolini. 1972-75) would be

41t could also be noted that in eight of the ten cases where one or more of

these three measures are contradictory across units of analysis, the three units
themselves contradict one another within the unweighted pupil or district unit of

analysis. | - 5 2




49
unambiguously more or less equaI, This is an example of widespread'contradic-
tions. | '

If certain value judgments are imposed, the criteria will turn out to

yield substantially more agréement. For example, if thfeevequa11ty measures '

are dtiIized. qoefficiéﬁf of variation, standard deviatiog“of IOgarithms. and
__Ginjcgefficieht’aqd it ts‘requireﬂ-thgt a1j'thfee'ﬁeasures’agrée'W1th one
‘anqther for both units of anaIysisftheﬁ 34.of'thé 4A'cases can be assessed

as mdre dr less equal ov;r time._ In the 21 observation éampig aq}éemént is

" obtained in 14 of the 2] cases. | N | |
 Obviously increased agreement is achieved if onIy;one unit of analysis
" is employed or the number of equaIity heasures is reduced even further.

Thus, the final assessment of the extent of agreement depend§ on the accep-

'tance of certain value Judgments,

53
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8. Hn'ith Neutrality Measures ‘ h c ®
) The behavior of the nine mlth neutnlity measures. when used to assess
| " wealth n-gtr_ality 1n a state over time, 1s discussed 1n this part similarly
to the previous consideration of the equality measures. Firs?:. tho' agresment ’ ‘ »
mng the wealth neutnlity measures in individual states over time is '
| assessed when the measures are cmputed using the unwdighted pupil. unit of

am‘lysis and’ second. for tho district unit of amlysis. The degree to which :
) the medsules agree oetween the two units of amlysds whcn used in a state °

ovor tim is examined in the third part and the conclusions for thc waalth .
mutrality measures are presented in the fourth part. y » | .l

The same basic samples that were examined for the equality measures are
utilized for the wealth neutrality measures. Howe .., data are avaihblc
~ for 20 states instead of 21 so that the 44 observatian s.plo. 2'l observation
~smple and the 75 observation sample become the 43, 20, and 74 observation _ ®
samples respectively. Recall that the 74 robsorvation "sample® includes all

possible intortmponl cmparisons;",.th_o 43 observation su"pl.o' only uses the

:
latest year available for cmparison.'; with all other years; and the 20 .
obServation sample includes one observation per st&to.s ‘
" There are two characteristics of the data employed to compute tho 1
wulth neutral‘lty weasures that should be pointed out beofre the analyses @«
are presented. First, the wealth measures ard cqha]ized state-wide in seventeosn ) ‘
of the twenty states analyzed. ﬁhen thé wealth measures are equalized
- stateswide, there are different squalization levels used, srwe of which are °
below full market level. As a result, there is variation in the state-wide -

- equalization level among states and occasionally within a statc over time.

5le.-n more thar one {nteriemporal conparison are available for a state,
- the 20 observation includes the intertemporal comparison for the Tongest. time
- period aveilable and the unit (K-12) districts. )

R
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Second; in é number of cases the Hickrod Gini was not computed because the
Lorenz-11ke curve crossed the 45° 1ine. In addition, the slope and elasticity
from the W, W2, W3 regress1on and the expenditure difference measure weré not
computed in all cases. HdweVer, due to the'organ1zat1on of - the analyses to
follow and the levels of agreement and cbntrad1ct1ons among»the data; these
miss1ng data do not influence the analyses or conclusions for the wealth

neutrality measures.® ' %

1. Assessment of Wealth Neutrality Measures in States Over Time -
Using Unweighted Pupil Unit of Analysis : :
The particular ﬁuest1on'addressed 1n.th1s part may be stated'as follows:
When a number of wealth nesutrality measures, computed using the
unweighted pupil unit of analysis, are used to determine whether a
state has become more or less wealth neutral between two points in
time, do the wealth neutrality measures agree?
In other words, if we salect two po1nts'1n time for a state and compute a
nunber of wealth neutrality measures using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis,
wf11 the measures all show movement in the same direction? |
First the percentage of the't1me_fhat all wealth heutra11ty measures
agree for a set of 1n§ertenpora1 comparisons can be calculated as the least
réstr1ct1ve assessment, in terms of the value jydgments 1nposed.'of the agree-
ment and contradictions among the meausres, A§‘d1sp1ayed in Table II1-8, the
calculated wealth neutrality measures all agree in 13 of the 43 cases or 30%
of the time. Table III-9 shows that in the 20 observation sample all the wealth
neutrality measures agree in four of the 20 cases or 20% of the time and in the

74 observation population 23 of the 74 cases agree or there is complete agree-

ment 31% of the time. This 1s somewhat more completz agreement than was found

6The assumption used throughout this section is that the missing data
would agree. These missing data do not influence the conclusions since there
are already contradictions among nine of the 15 cases with missing data (see
Table III-8). Furthermore, the elasticity measures are missing in only two

cases.
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" AGREEMENT AND CONTRADICTIONS AMONG WEALTH 52
NEUTRALITY MEASURES IN STATES OVER TIME.
* UMMEIGNTED PUPIL UNIT OF AMALYSIS
_ ALL ELASTICITY
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ALL AGREE
EXCEPT DIF

OIF
DIF
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SLW, SLW2, SLN3,
ELW3

MO ESS
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ELW ELw2
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COR, SLN, ELW
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DIF
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DIF, SLW3, ELW3
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Key to Tables II1-8, III-10, I11-12

COR simple correlation between REV and W

be
SLW = slope from REV = a +
+
+

bW
SLW2 = slope from REV = a b WN+Db Hz
SLW3 = slope from REV = a + biW + b H+b3H3
DIF = predfcted difference 1a REVS2MI ISDN, "REV = f(N, W2, W3)
HKGN = Hickrod 61ni :
ELW = Elasticity from SLW
ELW2 = elasticity from SLW2
ELW3 = elasticity from SLN3

M = More Wealth Neutral
L = Less Wealth Neutral
7 = Uncertain Regarding Wealth Neutrality Change

Years are represented by first year of acadurlc yur. " Thus,
72—75 represvnts 1972-73 %o 1975 -7 - :

Entries in column headed "ALL AGREE EXCEPT DIF* indicate instances
where DIF contradict with other wealth neutrality measures.

Entries in column headed “ALL ELASTICITY MEASURES AGREE BUT.

CONTRADICTIONS AMONG" indicate measures that contradict with three
wealth neutrality measures: ELW, ELW2, ELN3.

*EXP DIF not computed.
+HKGN not computed.
*SLW3 and ELW3 not computed.
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TABLE 111-9
SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT AND CONTRADICTIONS

AMONG WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES USED INTERTEMPORALLY
- UNWEIGHTED PUPIL UNIT OF ANALYSIS

Contradiction

Complete " Complete Agreément’
@ Agreement Among Agreement Among Among -
A1l Wealth Except ELW, \ELHZ. ELW, ELW2,
‘Neutrality Measures DIF ELW3 | ELW3.
. — —
30% 60% - 72% '28%

43 Observation Sample
# ' ﬁ ‘ ) .
20 Observation Sample - 20% A0% 60% . 40% : o

® 75 Observation Population s 54% - 69% 3%

correl
( |

on be W when
s :Np’r |
L elm {—\ub Qr 'LON

Conn  unl wl slepC
slope o /dwwfh“{'
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- for the equality measures, but st1ll considerably far frm total agreelnent

As was the case for the equal1ty measures, the valua Judgments outlined
in Section II can be used to forn 2 smaller set of wezlth neutrality measures.
It could be argued that a wealth neutral'lty measure should not be' sen}s'lt'lve to
equal percentage .changes in the wealth variable due to both inflation effects
in wealth and varying state-wide equalization levels over time, within a
state. One measure that 'ls sensitive to equal percentage changes 1s' the .
variable based on the predicted value of the regress1on of REV on N, "2 and

W3, EXP DIF. o ._
Although EXP-DIF is only one of the four wealth neutrality measwres that

1s sensitive to equal percentage changes, it is worthwhile to examine the

behavior of 411 the other wealth neutrality me‘au;res," except EXP DIF, for two.

reasons. First, in the sample of 20 observations, one for each state, EXP DIF
1s not computed in four of 2l) cases and since EXP DIF cannot contradict the
other wealth neutrality measures in these cases, the meaining of "total
agreenent" differs across the states. El1l1nat1ng EXP DIF partly contro'ls for
this'd1fference Second, empirically it turns out that, of ‘the meausres that
are sens1t1ve to equal percentage 1ncreases. EXP DIF contradicts more with the
other wealth neutrality measures, |

Table III-B shows, for the 43 observation sample, the casas where a'l'l

wealth neutrality measures agree except EXP DIF, and the extent of the
-agreement is sumarized for all three saiples in Ta_h{le I11«9, By excluding

- EXP DIF from the group of wealth neutrality measures, agreellent now ranges from

40% to 60%, depending upon the part1cular sample examined, Thus, a fatr
amount of agreement is obta1nable 1f only one measure 1{s. excluded from the set

of wealth neutrality m2asures.

In add1t1on to the EXP DIF measures, the three slope usure. SLW, SLHZ. and ..
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- and SLW3 are sensitive totequa1 percentage increases in the wealth variable
and 1f a measure that is not sensitive to these chandes is preferable, then
.the s]ope heasures can be excluded. It could also. be argued that the wealth
neutrality measures should be sensitive to equal additions in the !gggguu;
| varjabIe;' The s1mpie correlation 1is not sensitive to equal additions to REV
while the e!asttcity measures are and thus the stmple correlation could be

ignored 1f this value Judgment is accepted. F1na11y. since the H1ckrod Gini

~1s not computable in all cases. an argument can be presented for its exc1us1on
If all of these arguments (value judgments) are accepted, then the assessment
of whether a part1¢u1ar'state'has become more or less wealth neutral would be
made with the three elasticity measures ‘But 1t is 1mperat1ve to note that
the use of the e1ast1c1ty measures alone 1s based on a series of value judgments
that formulated the initial set of nine wealth neutraIity measures and eliminated
six of the nine for a number of reasons.

- Table 1t1- 8 shows for the 43 observation sampIe the extent of the agree-
ment for the threeveIast1c1ty measures. Table III-9 indicates that the three
e]ast1c1ty'measures agree in 72%.}60% and 69% of'the cases for the 43, 20, and
74.obserYation‘samp1es respectively. Thus, even when yaiue Judgﬁents ace
1mposed'to-a point where only three ela: ty measures computed using the |
unweighted pupiI unit of analysis are used to assess whether a state has
become more or less wealth neutral over time, an‘unambiguous Judgment can be
 made 1n'oh1y two oat of'three cases. This 1is somewhat less tham when three
equality measures computed using the uhweighted pupil unit of»anaIys1s were
used to assess a,state's movement toward or away frun’equa11tx.

2. Assessment of Wealth Neutra11ty Measures In States Over Time
Using District Unit of AnaIys1s o
. The particular question addressed in this part may be stated as follows:

H
i
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When a number of wealth neutrality us‘ufes. computed using the
district unit of amalysis, are used to determine whether a state
has become more or less wealth: neutnl between two points in t1|u.
do the measures agree? _ ,
In other words. if we ‘select two po1nts 1n time for a state and campute
a nunber of wealth ‘neutrality measures using the district un1t of analys1s.
will the measures shou nov-ont in the same direction?

The 43 and 20 observation samples are examined 1n this part us1ng the -

strategy employed for the wealth neutnlity mnsures for the. umn'lghted pupil
un1t of analys'ls. . : , ,

Table I1I-10 dispiays an aml;yﬂs of the intertemporal comparisons for
the 43 (and 20) observation suple(s) and indicates that in 14 of ‘the 43 cases
and 5 of the 20 cases there is cmplate agreqent among all the wealth

neutrality measures. Table III_-ll shows that the agreement is 33% and 25% in

the two samples, and these figures. aré quite siiilar'to those. obta'lned'for

the wealth neutrality measures using the un\mghted pupil unit of anmalysis.
When the wealth neutnlity measure EXP DIF is not included, there 1s ,

agreexent among the remaining wealth neutrality measures in 58% and 40% of

~ the cases for the 43 and 20 observat1on sanples. respectively. When only

| the thrce elast'lc'lty measures using the d1str1ct unit of anal,ys'ls are utilized

to assess a state's movement toward or away from wealth neutrality, there is

agresment among the three measures in 70% of the cases in the 43 observation

sanble and in 60% of the.cases in the 20 observation sample. The results

: descr1b1ng the extent of agreement for the subsets of wealth ncutrath measures

| using the d'lstr1ct as the unit of amalysis. are also very similar to the
umva'lghtcd pup'll results for the wealth neutnl'lt,y measures.
As was the case for the equality me_lsures. reasonable agreament among

the wealth neutrali ty measures using either u‘n:'lt of analysis, can be obtained
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© TABLE IIT - 10

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

' CONTRADICTION AMONG
ELASTICITY NEASURES

ALL MORE EXCEPT
SLw2, ELW2

ALL MORE EXCEPT
COR, SLW, KGN,
ELW .

ALL LESS EXCEPT'
SLW2, ELwW2

ALL MORE EXCEPT
SLN, ELM

ALL LESS EXCEPT
COR, SLW3, HKEN,
ELW3

e
.  AGREEMENT AND CONTRADICTIONS AMONG WEALTH -
NEUTRALLTY MEASURES IN STATES OVER TIME,.
DISTRICT UNIT OF AMALYSIS
ALL, ELASTICITY
_ , 2 COALL ALL AGREE MEASUNES AGREE BUT
STATE YEARS % EXCEPY OIF * CONTRADICTION AMONS
e c».un 70-74 OIF
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e
“ | | TABLE III-11 |
. - SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT AND CONTRADICTIONS
* , . AMONG WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES USED INTERTEMPORALLY,
' DISTRICT UNIT OF ANALYSIS
® ' '  Complete Complete Agreement Contradiction
Agreament Among Agreement Among Among .
A1l NWealth. Except ELW, ELW2, ELW, ELW2,
Neutrality Measures DIF ELW3 ELW3
43 Observation Sample 33% 58% 700 30
° | - | | | |
20 Observation Sample 25% : 40% 60% . a 40%
@ J
®
@
°
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only by using value judgments to select a small number of wealth neutrality
measures. When ohly the elasticity meisures are utilized, agreement among ﬁ
the three measures using either unit of analysTs" occurs in about two out of
three cases. However, this is less lgreaneﬁt than the 90% Tevel that was
6bta1'ne’d foi' the equality measures; the coefficient éf varfation, standard
deviation of logir*lttms and Gini coefficient.

3. Assessment of Wealth Neutrality Measures in States Over Tim'e:'
Ccnparison of District and Unweiyhted Pupil Units of Analysis

The particular question addressed in this part may be expressed as follows:
When a number of wealth neutrality measures are used to detemine
whether a state has become more or less wealth neutral over time,
do the findings from the wealth neutrality measures computed
using a district unit of anmalysis agree with the findings from
the same wealth neutrality measures using the unweighted pupil
unit of analysis? . .

. In this part the concern is not whether there is agreement among the measures

for one unit of analysis but whether the individual wealth neutrality measures
are consistent across units of dnalysis. In other words, 1f for a state
between two points in time using thi umve'lghfed pupil unit of analysis the
sA'lmple correlation indicates more wealth neut’n'l'lty and the aiasticity com- |
puted from REV = f(W) less wealth neutrality, the assessment in this part
determines whather the identical more-less pattern prevails when thé district
unit of analysis is employed. ' » |
The pairwise comparisons for the wealth neu_trli'lty measures across units
of analysis are displayed in Table III-12. In 17 of the 43 or 40% of the cases
the con‘clus'lons from each of thi wealf:h neutril'lty measures agree across units
of analysis. Recall that this does not necessarﬂy mean that all (eighteen or
fewer) wealth neutnljty measures for each 1nt:,ertmporal comparison qrﬁ the
same. It does indicate that, when compared pajrwise m units of analysis,
there is agrwnt in 40% of the cases in the 43 observation sample for all the
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TABLE I11-12

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ca!‘phf,'eq wealth n’eiltra‘l'lty measures 1s six out of 20 or-302 for the one per -
state sample. ' ” '

"' Further analyses of the pairwise comparisons across units of analysis
appeir in Tables III-]3_“and III-14. Table III-13 implies that there are N
70 contradictions in the 43 observaf;ion sample out -of 364 possibilities ‘or -

7

In the 20 observation sample there are |

7 computed wealth neutrality measures and the agreement figure for aﬁ' ; :
contradictions in 19% of the cases. ]

contrad*lét*lqns in 45 cases out of 161 possibilities or 28% of the cases.®
Table III-f3 also shows that in 63&(2/7/43) and 45% (9/20) of the intertemporal
. cd-paﬂsons there is oné‘:,or no contradictions among the wealth neutrality
maasures, for the ‘43 &nd 20 observation samples, r}espect*lvcly. Thus, the .
incidence of multiple contradictions is -similar for the wealth neutrality
measures -and the equality measures examined ;arlier.
Table II1-14 sumarizes the frequency of contradictions for~ ucvh particular
wealth neutrality measures, Note that the elas£1c1ty measures are s&newhat
more contradictory zcross units of analysis compared to the other six measures.
Thus 1t appears that the unit of analysis makes a difference and more so = L d
for the elasticity measdfes. Contradictions ranq; between 19%(43 observation | ‘
sample) and 28% (20 observation sample) of the measures for all the wealth ‘
neutralify measures although the contradictions among the elasticity measures, .
across units of analysis, range between 24% (43 observation sumple) to 40% |
(20 observation sam;le) of the neisures. As was the case for the equality .
measures, more consistency ind less ambiguity will result if only one unit of ®

analysis 1is selected and utilized in intertemporal comparisons.

7The total possibilities in the 43 observation sample are 43 x 9 Jess :
the 32 measures that are not computed. ((43 x 9) - 23) = (387 - 23) = 364. e

8‘rhe total pos§1b111t1es in the 20 observation sample are 20 x 9 less
the 19 Keasures that are not.computed. ((20 x 9) - 19) = (180 - 19) = 161.

Q ’ - v ) ®
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TABLE I1I-13 |
. FREQUENCY OF COMTRADICTIONS ACROSS UNITS OF ANALYSIS:
- | . WEZLTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES
®
)
43 Observation Sample 20 Observation Sample
ALL COMPUTED WEALTH NEUTRALITY '
MEASURES AGREE ACROSS UNITS
®  OF ANALYSIS 17 6
ONE CONTRADICTION - 10 3
TWO CONTRADICTIONS 6 4
@ THREE CONTRADICTIONS 3. 2
FOUR CONTRADICTIONS 2 2
FIVE CONTRADICTIONS R | 1
'@  SIX CONTRADICTIONS 3 O
SEVEN CONTRADICTIONS | - ' -
EIGHT CONTRADICTIONS , I P 1
° \ 43 20
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TABLE 111-14
/ .
/F““”E"“ °E§‘s’3&““25§5§3’%m’§$§ 59%'&5?'5?2 NETRALITE °
// _ ®
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SLOPE W s .2 .
SLOPE W2 | 9 4
SLPEW3| [ A 5
EXP DIF 7 3 °
HICK GINI i 8 3
ELAST W l\ 7 6
ELAST W2 \ - o noo 8 ®
ELAST W3 | \ 2 9

~
o
&




. 67

4. Conclusions: Wealth Neutrality Measures In States Over Time
These analyses show that there are far more than trivial contradictions
among the nine ﬁeaIfh neutrality measures and between units of analysis when
these measures are ut11{zed to determine whether a state has become more or
less wealth neutral over time. However, if the number of weaIthfneutra11ty
measures is reduced‘by accept1ng certain va1ue Judoments and only one unit of_
ana1ysis 1s used. then it 1is poss1b1e to obta1n a fair amount of agreement
among these weaIth neutra11ty measures.
If both units of analysis are used s1mu1taneous1y and no value Judgrents
are imposed to reduce the number of wealth neutrality measures, it would be .
required that al! computed wealth heutra11ty‘measures on both units of anaIyst
agree before a state 1{s assessed as more or less wealth neutral between two
“points in time. If-these criteria are imposed in the 43 observation sample,
only eight of the.43 intertemporal comparisons would be judged as unambiguously
more or less wealth neutral. vw1despreéd Contrad1ctfons would also be the‘case'
in the one per state sample; only two out of the twenty'cases would be assessed
as‘more or less wealth neutral with these criteria. | _
Somewhat more agreement can be obtained if certain value judgments are accepted.
If, for example, the three elasticity measures are utilized and a case is not ,
judged to be more or less wealth neutral unle.s all three é1ast1¢1ty measures
computed on both the unwe1ghted pupil and district units of analysis agree, then’
21 of the 43 and 5 of the 20 fntgrtemporaI comparisons can be Judged unambiguously.
Agreement would be increased if ihe number of mea#ures is reduded even further
or if only one unit of analysis is uﬁ111zed. Thus, widespread agreement for
the wealth neutrality measures can be achieved only if a very substantial

array of value judgments are accepted. It appears to be somewhat more difficult
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to obtain substantial agreement among he wealth neutrality meausres compared

" to the equality measures.when the measures are used over time.
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[
- | Iv.v Intertemporal Comparisons
g ) Section IV contains the tables that comp,r1seAt»he data for the intertemporal
comparisons analyzed .1n Section III. Tables are presented for the 44 observation
sampie of equality 1ntgrtempora1 compar1 sons and 43 observation sample of wealth
® né'utrath intertemporal comparisons. - Since the "one observation per state |
;an\pIés" are s;ubsets of these larger samples, .tﬁey are also displayed.
Each table d1 sphys the behavior of the equality and wealth neutrality
e measures over time for a particular state ahd several com!;1nat1ons of units
' of anaIys1§. years, and district types. The years indicated are the first
year of the ac.aden1c'year. That is, if the heading reads "chpnge from 1972 to
® 19?5". ‘this indicates that the equality and wéaIth neutrahty’mea'sures are
' examined from 1972 -73 to 1975-76. A "MRE Equal"” next to a p‘art1cu1§r" equthy
At'neaSure under‘ the heading "change from 1972 to '1975" means that “he particular
0_ equality measure asses’ s the state-un’t_t of analysis-district tyb'e 'represented
in that cqumh on the Table as more equal in 1975-76 comparAed‘to 1972—73. |
| A1l ne Tables displayed in Section IV are 'computed frosh the data
) | ingluded in Appendix ‘C. | ’ '
[
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TABLE  Iv-1
STATE -  ALABAMA
* UNIT OF ANALYSIS -  DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPTL
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL | ‘_
Change from 1972 to 197§

Measure of Equality

and Wealth Neutrality DISTRICT * UNWEIGHTED PUPIL -
A, EQUALITY o |
1. Range o LESS Equal - " LESS Equal
2. Restricted Range LESS * - 1 ess -
3. Federal Range Ratio LESS " ~  MORE  *
4. Relative Mean Deviation CmeRe v MORE *
5. Pemissible Varfance - wess " . | 7 ess » g
6. Varfance LESS LESS ¢
7. Coefficient of Variation | MORE, * o MORE - "
8. - Standard Deviation | B ‘ : 4
of Logarithes | MORE * ~ MORE "
9. Gini Coefficient | mrRe  + | MORE = "
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY
Siﬁple Correlat1on"
Slope - W
Slope - W, W2 ’

Slope - N; W2, Hj
Expind1tur§ Difference ,
Hickrod GIni | - I | -
Elasticity - W o |
Elasticity -W, W2
Elasticity - ¥, W2, W3

o [+ ~ o (1] ) w n -
) . . . Py . ) . .




° - | | o .
© TABLE 1V-2
_'STATE - CALIFORNIA

UNIT OF ANALYSIS - -DISTRICT |
DISTRICT TYPE - UNIFIED

) Changes from |
@ Measure of Equality : . ‘ o
_and Wealth Neutrality _ 1970-1974 1971-1974  1972-1974  1973-1974
A, EQUALITY | |
o |- ange MORE Equal MORE Equal MORE Equal MORE Equal
2. Restricted Range LESS " LESS " LESS " MORE "
3. Federal Range Ratio MORE " MORE " . | MORE MORE
@ 4 Relative Mean Deviation | MORE _”77”103;_ - MORE " WRE "
| 5. Pemmissible Varfance | MORE MORE WRE " | MRE "
6. Varfance . fLESS. " LESs MORE " | MORE ,"'
o 7. Coeffictent of Variation| MORE * | MORE. " | MORE ' | MORE "
b 2332312‘,.2“““ WRE " | MORE * | MORE MORE
9. Ginf Coefficient .  [MORE * MORE " MRE " | MORE "
'Y | | |
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY ~ N
f 1. Simple Correlation MORE With Neut MORE With Neut ﬂORE With Neut| MORE ‘With Neut
e 2 Slope-W {more * « | more v v |mre v v fmre +
3. Slope - W, W2 MORE * “ | MORE " " [MORE " * |MORE " "
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 |mRE % | MRE " | MRE " * fMORE v -
e 5 Expenditure Difference [LESS " " | MORE * “ |MORE " * |MORE ' |
_ 6. Hickrod Gin MORE. * * | MORE " * [MORE " " |MORE "
7. Elasticity - W WRE " " | MORE v v Wk v v |moRE v
o 6 Elastictty s, W [WORE | WORE *t lWRE v wRE vt
9. Elasticity - W, W2, W3 |MORE " * | MORE ™+ * |MORE * " |MORE- " "
75,
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 TABLE IV-3
STATE - CALIFORNIA
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE - UNIFIED

Changes from

Me‘asuré of Equality - ‘ g . : ,
and Wealth Neutrality 1970-1974  1971-1974  1972-1974  1973-1974 -
A. EQUALITY . . | |
1. Range - | MORE Equal MORE Equal MORE Equal = | MORE Equal
2. Rastricted Range  |moRE * MRE " | more MORE
3. Federal Range Ratio | MORE MRE " |morE " MORE ¥
4. Ralative Mean Deviation | MORE * MORE  * MRE " | MORE "
5. Permissible Varfance |MORE MORE  * MRE *  |Less o
6. Varfance LESS * LESS * MORE MORE
7. Coefficient of Variation| MORE MORE * "MORE - " MORE *
8. Standard Deviation . | - -
~ of Logarithms MORE " - ..f MORE " MORE " MORE *
9. Gini Coefficient MORE " MORE * ﬁORE , . lﬁRE "
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY | |
1. Simple Corrslation | MORE With Neut | MORE WIth Neut | MORE With Neut| MORE Nith Neut
2. Slope - W | more « |'mRe % % fmoRe * ¢ |mRe * v
3. Slope - W, W MRE * * | MRE * " |[mRE ¢ * |mRe =
4. Slope - W, W2, WS  |MORE. * * | MORE * * |MORE * * |MORE " *
~ 5. Expenditure Difference |LESS * * | MORE * * |MORE * * |LESS o
6. Mickrod Gini -~ [MORE * * | MORE * « |MORE * * |mMRE * * .
7. Elasticity - W MORE * * | MRE *-* |MRE " « [moRe "
8. Elasticity W, W& |MORE * - | MORE * * [MoRE " * |[moRe + =
9. Elasticity - W, W&, W3 |MORE * | moRe " % IMORE " * |MORE “* "
76




93

 TABLE IV-4
| STATE - CALIFORNIA
* UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT-
DISTRICT TYPE - HIGH SCHOOL

Changes from

® Measure of Equality

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY 4 i
1. Simple Correhﬂon- : MORE W1th Neut MOREHIth. Neu't MORE With Neut| MOREWIth

° 2. Slope - W |MORE * % | MORE " " | MORE " ' | MORE
3. Slope - W, W& MORE * " | MRE " " | MORE " * | MORE "

4. Slope -4, W2, W3 [MORE " ", MRE " " | MORE " " | MORE "

o 5 Expenditure Difference Less " " | MORE " " | MORE W w | LEss M
_ 6. Hickrod Gini MORE " “ | MRE * * |[MORE * " . MORE *

7. Elasticity - N - MORE " " | MORE " " | MORE " " | MRE "

o ° E1‘ast1c1ty W, »wz ~ ImoRe * v | MORE * " | MoRE: "t | MORE
9. Elasticity - W, W2, w3 |MORE * ' | MORE " * | MORE " " | MORE

and Wealth Neutrality 1970-1974 1971-1974 - 1 1972-1974 1973-1974

A. EQUALITY N | |
o - Range - LESS Equal LESS Equal = | LESS Equal | LESS Equal
2. Restricted Range LESS * LEss " . | LESS MORE "

3. Federal Range Ratio  |MORE " MORE LESs " | MORE "
@ 4 Relative Mean Deviation { MORE " MORE 7. " o MORE " MORE . " , )
'V 5. Permissible Var‘lance.i LESS " \ MO;!Ei D M&EE ; N W‘HITE; "

6. Variance - LESS " | LEss " | LEss 'MORE "
@ - Coefficient of Variation|MORE MORE " MORE MORE "
8. Standard Deviation o

. of Logarithms MORE " | MORE " MORE " | MORE "

'_9; Gini Coefficient - MORE " MORE MORE " - MORE "




. Measure of Equality

TABLE

IV-5

. STATE - CALIFORNIA
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL

DISTRICT TYPE - HIGH SCHOOL
| | Changes from

74

and Wealth Neutrality 1970-1974 1971-1974 . 1972-1974 1973-1974 .
A. - EQUALLTY | _‘ “

1. Range | LESS Equal LESS Equal | LESS Equal | LESS Equal
2. Rastricted Range {Less = LESS. * MORE WORE *
3. Federal Range Ratio | MORE * MORE " MORE " MORE "

4. Relative Mean Deviation |MORE * MORE " WORE " MORE °
, 5. Permissible Variance Less " LESS " LESS " MORE "
6. Variance LESS - " LESS. * LESS MRE "
7. Coefficient of Variation[MORE * | MORE * MORE  * MORE - *
8. Standard Deviation e | | "
_of Logarithms MORE MORE MORE  * MORE . *
9. Gini Coefficient MORE. MORE " MORE " | MORE. *

" B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY R
1. Simple Correlation | MORE With Neut| MORE With Neut | MORE With Neut| MORE With Neut -
2. Slope - W MRE " * | MRE * * |MORE " * |MORE " *
3. Slope - W, W MRE " % | MRE " * [moRe * * [ wome - :
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 MORE * * | MORE * * |MRE * " |mMoRe * ;'.
5. Expenditure Difference |LESS * * | LEss * .MORE o o lwore * -

. 6. Hickrod Gint " Imore * * |.mre "¢ ¢+ lore * * |mme *
7. Elasticity - W MORE " " | MORE " " | MORE * " MORE * °“
8. Elasticity -, W2 MRE " * | MRE-* * |mRe * * |mre ¥
9. ‘Ehst*.lc*lty'- o W2, W3 |MORE "+ | MR " v [mMoRe ¢ v MR * *

5




TABLE IV-6

. STATE - CALIFORNIA
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT
DISTRICT TYPE - ELEMENTARY

’ ; Changes from |

. Measure of Equality. : o _

and Wealth Neutrality 1970-1974 1971-1974 1972-1974 - 1973-1974
A, EQUALITY 1 -

1. Range LESS Equal | LESS Equal = .| LESS Equal | MORE Equal’
2. Restricted Range " |LEss v LESs | LEss * " MORE "

3. Federal Range Ratfo®  |MORE * MORE | MORE MORE
4. ReTative Mean Deviation |MORE * MORE " MORE MORE
5. Pernissible Variance  |MRE * 'WORE  * MORE * MORE "

6. Variance | LESS ~ " LSS " LEss MORE "

7. Coéff‘l__cient of Varfation|LESS " _LESg "o LESS " MORE "

b oflogaritms | MORE WRE v | MORE
9. Gint Coeffictent MORE - " MORE " MORE MORE "
B, WEALTH NEUTRALITY , “ _

1. Simple Correlation | MORE With Newt| MORE With Newt | MORE W1th Neut| MORE “With Neut

2. Slope - W - Imore » v | more » » [more - ¢ [mome
3. Slope - W, W2 f{mRe * » | LESS " MORE “ * | LEss
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 MRE " " | mRe * » |mRe " » |wmRe " v
" 5. Expenditire Difference |LESS * * | LESS " * | LESS " " | MORE "
_ 6. Hickrod Gini  |MoRE " v | MORE * * | MORE " " | MORE "

7. Elasticity - W MORE * “ | MORE " * | MORE " " | MORE " "

8. Elasticity-W, W&~ |MORE " ™ | MORE " * |MORE * " |iLess " "

9. Elasticity - W, W2, W3 [moRe * » | MORE " " |[MORE " “ | mORE " "

7Y
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TABLE V-7
STATE - CALIFORNIA »
_ UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE - ELEMENTARY
: Changes from
Measure of Equality S , ' 03
and Wealth Neutrality ' 1970-1974 1971-1974 1972-1974 1973-1974 ..
A. EQUALITY- | ‘
1. Rapge - | LESS Equal | EESS Equal LESS Equal | MORE Equal @
2. Rastricted Fange - | LEss * LESS * | Less * MORE
3. Federal Range Ratio | MORE * MRE * | MORe MORE
4. Relative Mean Deviation| MRE * MORE MRS " [MRE " @
5. Permissible \.Iar1ancc MORE .. MORE " MORE " MORE *
6. Variance 'LESS " LESS- * Lss * | iess
7. Coefficient of Variation MORE * MORE " MORE " | MORE * P
S Logaritha " MRE " | MORE MORE . * MORE
- 9. Gini Coefficient MR * MORE " MORE MORE " -
) ,‘ . - o
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY - ‘
1. Simple Correlation MORE WithNeut| MORE With Neut MORE With Neut| MORE With Neut
2. Slope-W Jmome = | owore v |wre o |wor v o
3. Slope - W, W IMRE " * | MRE " " [MRE * * [mMRE * *
4.7 Slope - W, W2, W3 MRE * * | MORE * * |MRE * * |mMoRe * .-
s Expenditure Difference | LESS * * LESS * * | LESS ™ * | LESS ", °
6. Hickrod Gini MORE * " MORE " * | MORE " MORE * *. |
7. Elasticity =W MRE * " | MORE " * IMORE " * |moRe * »
8. Elasticity -W, W2 - MORE * * MORE * * MORE * * | MORE * |
9. Elasticity - W, W2, W3| MORE * * | MORE * * [ MORE * " WRE " °
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TABLE IV-8

STATE - COLORADO
o - UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
| DISTRICT TYPE - ALL A

Change from 1972 to 1974
Mea sure of Equality g )

®  and Wealth Neutrality - msmcf UNNEIGHTED PUPIL
A. EQUALITY |
o - Fange | | LESS Equal ' LESS Equal
2. Restricted Range : - LESS " , ~ LESs "
3. Federal Range Ratio 3 MORE " - LESS ™
o - Felative Mean Deviation MORE " LESS
' 5. Permissible Variance | MORE * : MORE "
6. Variance | - | O LESS " . LESS "
o 7 Coeffjc*le_nt of Var'lat'lon.' MORE " LESS *
‘ 8. Standard Deviation : ~
: of Logarithms : MORE . MORE. "
¥ 9. Gini Coefficient WRE " LESS "
® o |
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY. |
1. Simple Correlation = © MORE WIth Neut © MORE With Neut
o 2 Slope-w |  LEss - LEss " "
3. Slope - W, W Cless v LEss "
4. Slope - W, W2, w3 LESS * ® ' LESS "
o 5. Expenditure Difference - LESS * . LESS "
6. Hickrod Gini = MORE * MORE "
7. Elasticity -W | MORE " " . CMRE v
o & Flasticity -, W2 | o wee v LESS "
9. Elasticity - W, W, W3 ~ MRE * LEss

w
Y ety
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TABLE IV-9 :
 STATE - FLORIDA ®
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRIET
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL
. ) Changes from: T o

Measure of Equality ‘ . ' ,
ind Wealth Neutrality 1972 to 1975 1973 to 1975 ‘1974 to 1975-

A. EQUALITY | , _

1. Range ’ LESS Equal LESS Equal LESS Equal g
2. Restricted Range LEss * 'no'ne k " MORE —
3. Federal Range Ratio MORE *. | MORE * MORE

4. Relative Mean Deviation | MORE " ' MORE *_ LESS * ®

5. Permissible Variance - | MORE " | MoRe _ "\ MORE *

6. Varfance tess " { more LESS
 7. . Coefficient of Variation | MORE * MORE " - LESS " ,.

8. “ Standard Deviation | -

of Logarithms MORE " MORE LESS *
oo &ini Coefficient MORE | MORE * LESS * °

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY |

1. Simple Correlation MORE With Neut | LESS With Neut LESS With ,_Neut‘

2. Slope - W , MORE * * | LESS * *» | 1pss * w @

3. Slope - W, W | MORE  *  * MORE * MORE *

4. Slope - W, W2, w3 MuRE * MORE * LESS * » .

5. Expenditure Difference LESS » » MORE * LESS » » o

6. Hickrod Gini | LESS * = LESS * LESS * » -

7. Elasticity - W MORE * * LESS * » LESS *

8. Elasticity -W, Wl MORE * » MORE * LESS * = = ®
9. Elasticity - W, W, w3 | MORE * MORE * v LESS *
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» | TABLE IV-10
| STATE -  FLORIDA
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
| DISTRICT TYPE -  ALL

Changes from:
@® Measure of Equality :

and Wealth Neutrality 1972 to 1975 1973 to 1975 | 1974 to 1975
A. EQUALITY o | -
@ 1. Range | LESS Equal LESS Equal LESS Equal
2. Restricted Range LESS " Less " | Less *
3. Federal Range Ratio LESS " | LESS - " o LESS’I " |
@ 4. Relative Mean Deviation | LESS MORE | ress -
5. Permissible Variance MORE MORE " - MORE
6. Variance | a LESS w. LESS " LESS "
® 7. Coefficient of Varfation| LESS ° MORE " LESS " .
8. Standard Deviation :
of Logarithms LESS . " MORE " ,  LESS " .

9. Gini Coefficient LESS " MORE " .| LEss *

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY

1. simple Correlation LESS With Neut. LESS With Neut | LESS With NeJt_
® 2 Slope - MORE % " LESS " " LESS " "
3. slope - W, W2 MORE " MORE " LESS "
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 MORE * MORE )'\\'ﬁ . LESS " "
@ 5. Dxpenditure Difference | LESS * * | NORE * LESS " "
6. Hickrod Gint - - - |
7. Elisticity - W LESS " * LESS " " LESS  * v
@ 8. Elasticity -W, w?' | LEsSs v MORE " " LESS " |

=
.

Rlasticity - W, W2, W3 | Less MORE " LEss " v




‘ sm't-' - GEORGIA
UNIT OF ANALY\?IS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL

TABLE IV-11

80

DISTRICT TYPE - ALL
CHANGE FROM 1972 _to 1975

Measure of Equality \

and Wealth Neutrality . DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
A. EQUALITY ;

1. FRange LESS Equal LESS Equal

2. Restricted Range - Lgss * LESS - *

3. Federal Range Ratio LESS " MORE "

4. Relative Mean Deviztion LESS ™ MORE "

5. Permissible Variance ' LEss * LEss "

6. Variance LESS " LESS "

7. Cowfficient of Variation LESS * LESS "

8. Standard Deviation ‘.‘ ‘

of Logarithms LESS " LESS "

9. Gini Coefficient LESS * MORE
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY L

1. Simple Correlation LESS WIth Neut LESS With Neut
2. Slope - W LEss * * LESS *
3. Slope - W, W MORE * |  MORE " "
4 Slope - W, W2, w3 - . .

5. Expenditure Difference LESs " " | ess v
§. Hickrod Gini | - -

7. Elasticity - W LESS * LESS " *
8. Elasticity -W, W MORE * * MGRE "
9. Elasticity - W, W2, &3 |




| TABLE
STATE -

Iv-12
ILLINOIS

81 -

UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL, WEIGHTED PUPIL

- Measure of Equality

DISTRICT TYPE -

UNIT, K-12

Change from 1972 to 1975

WEIGHTED PUPIL

. 'Simpie Correlation

Slope - W

. Slope - W, Hz

Slope - W, W2, WS.
Expenditure Difference
Hickrod ani

Elasticity - W
‘Elasticity -W, W2
Elasticity - W, u?, W3

MORE With Neut

MORE
MORE
MORE
MORE
MORE
MORE
MORE
MORE

MORE With Neut
LESS " "
LESS n "
LESS i "
LESS " L]
MORE " .
LESS " "
LESS " "

~_and Wealth Neutrality DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL

A. EQUALITY .
1. Range LESS.Equal LESS Equal lLESS Equal 4
2. Restricted Range LESS " LESS " LESS "

3. Federal Range Ratio LESS " LESS LESs "
4. Relative Mean Deviation | ~ LESS LESS LESS
5. Penm1s§1ble Variance LEss " LESs " MORE

6. varfance LESS " LESS " LESS "
7. Coefficient of Variaticn LESS " LESS " LESS "
8. Standard Deviation :

of Logarithms LESS " LESS " | LESS "

9. Gini Coefficient LESS " LESS " LESS ¥
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY

MORE With Neut
MORE " "
MORE "
MRE " "
MORE "
MORE “
MORE - " ¥

m RE " "




TABLE IV<13
STATE - ILLINOIS

82

UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL, WEIGHTED PUPIL

Measure of Equality

DISTRICT TYPE - SECONDARY

Change from 1972 to 1975

and Wealth Neutrality DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL  WEIGHTED PUPIL
A, EQUALITY _
1. Range LESS Equal LESS Equal LESS Equal
2. Restricted Range LESS LESS * LESS ™
3. Federal Range Ratio MORE K MORE * LESS "
4. Relative Mean Deviation | MORE * MORE * MORE
5. Permissible Variance MORE MORE MORE, *
6. Varfance LESs " LESS * LESS *
7. Coefficient of Variation MORE * - 'MORE  * MORE "
8. Standard Deviation s
~ of Logarithes MORE " 'MORE MORE  *
3. Gini Coefficient MORE " MORE * MORE  *
B. WEALTH MEUTRALITY
1. Simple Correlation MORE . W1th Neut MORE With Neut | MOKE With Neut .
2. Slope - W MORE " MORE  * . MORE *
3. Slope - W, W2 R v WRE * *  [moRe *
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 MORE " " MORE " * Iwore = =
5. Expénd1ture"t’)1ffcrence" MORE " . MORE * * MR_E' L
6. Hickrod Gint | MORE * * MORE " * MORE *
7. Elasticity - W MORE .+ * MORE * * ME " "
8. Elasticity -N, W& MORE * * MORE * * Imore *+ =
9. Hasticity - W, W8, W3 | Mok WRE MORE *
Slo
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TABLE Iv-14
STATE - ILLINOIS |
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL, WEIGHTED PUPIL |
DISTRICT TYPE - . ELEMENTARY |

@

Change from 1972 to 1975

® Meashre of Equality

_and Wealth Neutrality - DISTRICT ~ UNWEIGHTED PUPIL WEIGHTED PUPIL
A. EQUALITY |
® 1. Range “»_  LESS Equal LESS. Equal | Less Equal
‘2. Restricted Range - | uess | LESS | LEss
3. Federal Range Ratio |  LESS LEss v LESS "
® 4. Relative Mean Deviation |  LESS . LEss v LESS "
5. Permissible Variance LESs * - LEss * | LEss "
6. Variance o LESS " LESS \"fo J LEss
® 7. Coefficient of Variation| LESS " LESS " - LESS "
8. Standard Deviat{on ' ' :
of Logarithms - LESS " - - LESS " .  LESS "
9. Gini Coefficient LESS * LESS " LESS = "
@ ' . ' , . , .
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY ) - '
1. Simple Corr,ehtipn - MORE WTth Neut | . MORE With Neut MORE-H‘Ith Neu.t
® 2 Sope-W | iess v mRE " | R v
3. Siope - W, W - MRE- " *. | MORE " MORE " "
4. Slope - W, W2, w3  MoRE v | MR v MORE " "
° " 5. Expenditure Difference MORE " * MORE "" * MORE "
6. Hickrod Gini MRE " " | MORE * ® MORE " "
7 gi,st1c1;, W LESS " *  MORE MORE * "
o 8 Elasticity -N, W2 MORE MORE " " | MORE " "
" 9. Elasticity - W, W&, w3 MORE * " Q?%E " . MORE " "
. . s .
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TASLE  IV-15

STATE - KANSAS = . S | P
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED FUPIL -
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL .

, Measure of Equaql-'lty ' - M e ?97& LB S d
and Wealth heutrality © DISTRICT. . UNWEIGHTED PUPIL -
A. EQUALITY _ ’ |
1. Range - 'LESS Equal LESS Equal | g
2. Restricted lange s v . LEss |
3. Federdl Range fatfo LESS * LSS v | ‘ o
4. Ralative Mean Deviation LESS " . ] s o ‘01
5.. Permissible Variance LESS " - MORE * L
6. Variance “ LESS” " - LESS ¢
7. Coefficient of Varfation |  LESS * | s - | o
- 22322105:;"'@ ] LESS * | mee » ' {
9. Gini Coefficient LEss v . LESS * °
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY |
. “ Simple Correlation | " LESS W1th Neut © LESS Wlth Neut
2. Slope -W s ro LESs . ®
3-".,:51090-2'-".'“2 A “l.  Less v | | ~ LESS ™ .
4. S]lope'; W, k2, w3 - . . | ‘
5. Expenditure Difference ~ LESS * v ' LESS * o } °
6. Hickrod Gini . | - . N
7. Elasticity -W LEss * * | Lgss |
8. Elasticity -, W | s v oo T R R °
9. Elasticity - W, W2, W3 [ | R |
. N




'TABLE IV-16
, STATE - KENTUCKY

* © UNIT OF ANALYSIS. - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
| 'DISTRICT TYPE - ALL

*

o - Change from 1972 to 1975
Y Measure of Equality: : ,

- and Wealth Neutrality ] DISTRICT = UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
A. EQUALITY | 1 |
.\ 1. Range o ! . LEss Equal ~ LESS Equal
" 2. Restricted Range 1 s LESs
3. Federal Range Ratio ' © MORE " : | - LESS "
o O Relative Memn Deviation -| - MORE ' -
5. Permissible Variance ' MORE " MORE *
6. Varfance | | LESS “ LESS )
o - Coefficient of Variation. - LESS * | LESS "
8. Standard Deviation :
of Logarithms - NO CHANGE LESs "
9. Gini.Coefficient | MORE Equal ", S LEss
® o | ’
©B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY N |
1. Simple Correlation = . |  MORE WIth Neut | - LESS With Neut:
e 2. S'Iope(- W | | LESS * " ; LESS " *
3. Slope - W, Wl LESS " " | . LESS " v
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 MORE " ¢ - LESs
e 5 Dxpenditure Difference .o LEss vt LESS "
6. Hickrod Gini . MORE " LESS "
7. élast_icity - W | LESS " " . LEss_,. o
g . & Flasticity ¥, ¥ LEss * s
9. Elasticity - W, W, W | MORE " * - LEss e
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/o ~ TABLE Iv-17
. STATE-  LOUISIANA | .
UNIT OF ANALYSIS -  D(STRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL
Change from 1972 to 19875

Measure of -Equ‘ath : ’ - .
and Wealth Neutrality | ~ DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
A. EQUALITY |
“ 1. Range 1. LESS Equal LESS Equal @
2. Restricted Pange | - LEss o+ LESS |
3. Federal Range Ratio LESS ‘LEss "
4. Relative Mean Deviation LESS " ‘LESs * - @
5. Permissible Variance MORE "~ LESS "
6. Varfance | LESS " “ LESS = * _
‘ 7. Coefficient of Variation  LEss  * | ‘- LESS " e
. 8. Standard Deviation ' | o | o
~ of Logarithms - LESS " | : LESS "
5. il Coefficient | tss . .| LESS ™ |
| - ' | : : [
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY | o
1 ~ 1. Simple Correlation , LESS With Neut | MORE With Neut
‘ 2. Slope-¥ .  LESS * LSS " @
‘ 3. Slope - W, W& LESS * LESS *. * =
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 | ess v b Cuess vt
5. Expenditure Difference - o - | e
,' 6. Hickrod Gini N - -
7. Elasticity - W LESS | more v
: 8. Elasticity -, W 1 ~ LEss. " " CMORE v v
’ 9. Elasticity - W, W, W | [gss v LESS "
-
.
-
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TABLE IV-18
STATE - MAINE
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT. UNHEIGHTED PUPIL

_DISTRICT TYPE - ALL
‘ Chaanrom 1972 to 1975

® -’ Measure of Equality

“and Wealth Neutrality N - DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
A. EQUALITY
® 1. Range : MORE Equal A 'MORE Equal
. 2. Restricted Range WRE " LESS
3. Federal Range Ratio -. MORE = " MORE "
® 4. Relative Mean Deviation MORE " | MORE "
5. Permissible Variance MORE " | o MORE "
6. Variance | MORE " - LESS "
® 7. Coefficlent of Varfation |  MORE * - L MORE
" 8. Standard Deviation .
. of Logarithms o MORE - " ‘ 'MORE  *
g O G Coefficient =~ MORE " MR

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY

1. simple Ccerelation " MQRE With Neut ~ MORE With Neut
Slope - W . MORE " "  MORE v
 Stope - W, W LEss " - LSS ¢ "

Slope - W, W2, W3 - o _

.. Expenditure Difference LESS " " LSS v
Hickrod Gini - o ]
Elasticity - W . ', MORE " . MRE M .
Elasticity -N, W& LEss v LESS "

Elasticity - W, wz. w3 - . .




v ~ TABLE IV-19 -
| STATE - MICHIGAN | .
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL
' Changeé from -
Measure of Equality _ 'Q
and Wealth Neutrality . 1971 to 1974 1972 to 1974 1973 to 1974
A. EQUALITY o | -
1. Range LESS Equal |  MORE Equal LESS Equal @
2. Rastricted Range | Less T less *
3. Federal Range Ratio .MORE .o MORE MORE "
4. Relative Mean Deviation MORE " MORE * MRE " @
5. Permissible Varfance | LESS * LESs LESs " |
6. Varfance - .| Less - - LESS * LESS *
7. Coefficient of Varia_tion MORE " MORE » MORE * e
8. Standard Deviation ‘. -
of Logarithms . MORE * MORE " " MORE "
9. ‘é1n1 Coefficient MORE " MORE - " MORE " )
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY | N
1.. S1upleaCorrelat'lon " | MORE ¥1th Neut MORE With Neut l.'ORE Nith um
2. Slope - W » MRE * = MORE " = MORE *  *
. 3.. Slope - W, W | Mme * W MORE " = MORE *
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 MRE "+ .| wRre * MORE *
5. Expenditure Difference | LESS * = LESS " = LESS " .
6. HWickrod Gini- | MORE "t MORE "« MORE * "
7. Elasticity - W MORE " WRE " . MORE % %
8. Elasticity -W, We. MORE * ™ MORE * = MORE *
9. Hasticity - §, W2, W3 | MORE * MORE . * lEss *




DISTRICT TYPE - ALL

- Measure of Equality
®  and Wealth Neutrality

TABLE

Iv-20

STATE - 'MICHIGAN .
'UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL

~

1971 to 1974 ~

Changes

from

1972 to 1974

89 , .

1973 to 1974

A.

TN O bW N
L ] o E ] L ] o E ] L ]

5

EQUALITY

.. Range

Restricted Range
S‘Federa}l Range Ratio
R}elat1ve'?ﬁe7;n Deyia’ﬂon
Permissible Variance
Variance

(‘;oeff1c1gnt of Variation

f.ritandard Deviation
;‘of ‘Logarithms :

. Gini Coefficient

B.‘ WEALTH NEUTRALITY
. ﬁ'l
¥

¢

4
N

T otes

F)
o 00 ~N. O o b W
Y E ] E ] ‘ E ] o * o

T

Simple Correlation
Slope - ¥«

‘Slope - Wy W2

Stope - W, w2, w3
Expend1ture Difference
Hi'ckr’od‘mm -
Elasticity - W
‘Elasticity -W, W2
Flasticity - W, W2, W3

LESS Equal

LESS *
MORE "
MORE"
LESS
LESS
MORE "
| MORE

_MORE "

MORE With Neut

MORE
MORE "
“MORE "~
LESS "

MORE -
MORE . "
MORE "
MORE  *

[~

MORE

MORE Equal

LESS!
MORE
MORE
MORE
LESS
MORE
MORE
MORE

'MORE' With Neut

MORE

MORE

MORE
"LESS

MORE -

MORE
"MORE -

LESS Equal
LESS "
MORE '
MORE "
MbRE "
LESS "
MORE "
MORE "

MORE

"~ MORE With  Neut

MORE w_ .
MORE. " "
MORE 1] 7 ]
LESS " "
MORE " "
‘MORE o "
MORE *
MORE " n




UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL

‘ Miasure of Equality

TABLE  IV-21
STATE - MINNESOTA

DISTRICT TYPE - ALL

90

Change from 1971 to 1975

‘and Wealth Neutrality ; DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL -
A. EQUALITY N o

1. Range MORE Equa_l _HORE Equal .
2. Restricted Range LESS " ‘ LESS "

3.}‘- Federal Range Ratio MORE " MORE "

4. Relative Mean Deviation MRE " MORE "

5. Permissible Variance ST TMORET MORE "

6. Varfance | LU LEss *

| 7. ‘Co‘efficient of Variation MORE * MORE "

o logaritmm MORE  * RE "
9. Gini Coefficient MORE * MORE "
B.  WEALTH NEUTRALITY | |

1. Siiuple Cor;el‘aﬁidh ~ MORE W1th Neutv MORE With Neut

2. Slope - W | MORE " * "MORE " *

3. Slopd - W, W MRE * " Less * v
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 LEss " LEss " *

5. Expenditure Diffe:;ence LEss * * _LESS " *

6. Hickrod Gind o - - v
7. Elasticity - W WRE * " WORE %

8. Elasticity =N, W2 MORE " * LEss

9. Elasticity - W, W2, W3 LESS "

LESS " *




TABLE  IV-22

STATE -  MISSISSIPPI

91

e UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWETGHTED P%UPIL'
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL o A
: Change from 1971_to 1975
P Heasure of Equality . E : ‘
¥ and Wealth Neutrality DISTRICT 1 UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
| - .
A. EQUALITY . | -
- lf Ra‘nge' | LESS Equal | LESS/"Equal'
21. Restricted Range LESS‘ " L'ESS }"
3. Federal Range Ratio MORE  * LESS "
@ - Relative Mean Deviation MORE " MORE "
" 5. Pem‘1ss1b1e:&~t§mc( ) LESS " MORE "
6. Variance ' LESS " ‘ LESS " -
- ;7 Coefficient of Varfation MORE " “ MORE
8. Standard %\gation MORE MORE
, of Logarit
;9., G1An1}Coeff'!c1ent MORE - " MORE  *
s - \
B, WEALTH NEUTRALITY e
1.  Simple Correlation LESS With Neut .,LESS With Neut
g - Slope-W LESS® " * LESS * “
Fa. Slope - W, W2 MORE * MORE, "
4. Slope - W, w2, wd LESS " " LESS "
.‘; B Expenditure Difference - -
_ F Hic.vod Gini - -
7. Elasticity - W LESS v v LESS " "
.jé. El'a/st1c1ty' W, W MORE " MORE *
9. Elasticity - W, W2, W3 MORE " " LESS "
- | ga




Measure of Equality

TABLE

Iv-23

STATE -  MISSOURI
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL

unIF1Ep Shance from

92

DISTRICT TYPE - UNIFIED, ELEMENTARY

1974 to 1975

ELEMENTARY " »

and Weaith Neutrality DISTRICT ~ UNWEIGHTED PUPIL  DISTRICT . UNKEIGHTED PUP
A. EQUALITY | | o
1. Range | LESS Equal | LESS Equal | LESS Equal | LESS Equai ®
3. Restricted Range - LESS ™ MORE LESS " LESS *
3. Federal Range Ratio -~ | MORE " MORE * LESS " LESS *
4. Relative Mean Deviation | LESS " MORE " LESS " LESS * ®
5. Permissible Variance - MORE - " MORE " LESS * LESS " <
6. Variance LESS f' LESS - * LESS " LESS "
" 7. Coefficient of Varfation| MORE  * MORE  * | LEss LEss A
8. Standard Dev'lation :
of Logarithms MORE  * MORE *. | LESS " LESS * -
9. Ginf Coefficlent  — | MORE " MORE " LESS " LESS *
o - | | .
B._ WEALTH NEUTRALITY | B
1. Simple Correlation MORE With Neut | MORE With Neut| MORE With Neut | LESS Wit: Neuw
N 2. Slope - W MORE * " MRE * * | mRe * » |mome * » %
3. Siope-u.wzf MORE " " MORE " " | MORE " " {LESS " e
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 MORE " " | mMORE " * [LEss * » [iess v
} - 5. Expenditure Difference | LESS * ° LESS * * L‘EsSFx L. 'Lsss "~ " .
N 6. Hickrod Gini MORE * " MORE * » | LES3 * » LESS * =
) 7. Elasticity - W MORE- " " I MORE * " |MORE * - |mge v =
8. Elasticity -W, W2 ss * * | MORE " * | Less * % |igss + .o -
9. Elasticity -W, W, W3 | LESS * * | MORE * * |(Ess *  * |igss »
‘J;Blk;‘ °hﬁ 536 ®
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TABLE  IVe24
. STATE - NEW JERSEY
® UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL
. ‘ . " Changes “from , )
@ Measure of Equality . } :
and Wealth Neutrality 1974 to 1977 1975 to 1977 1976 to 1977
A. EQUALITY | u
o 1. Range | 'LESS Equal LESS Equal LESS Equal
2. Restricted Range | LEss " LESS " LESS "
3. Federal Range Ratio MORE " MORE " - | LESS "
‘ 4. Relative Mean Deviation MORE ° MORE " - | MORE. "
5. Permissible Variance MORE " - MORE " MORE "
6. Variance - LESS . " LESS " LESS "
e /- Coefficient of Varfation | MORE * MORE " LESS "
8. Standard Deviation | _ 1
of Logarithms | ‘MORE * MORE " LESS "
9. Gini Coefficient MORE MORE " | LESS "
. - - .
'B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY u
1. Simple Correlation MORE WIth Neut | LESS Wlth Neut| LESS Wlth Neut |
e 2- Slope-W MORE * " | LESS " " |LESs ' |
3. Slope - W, W MORE " " MORE " " | LESS * "
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 MORE " * MORE " * |LEss v v
o 5 Expenditure Difference Less "t LESS " " | LESS " "
6. Hickrod Gini MORE- " " MORE * " | LESS " "
7. Elasticity - W MORE " " MORE " " | LESS "
o B8 FElasticity -, W2 MORE " " MORE " " | LESS o
9. FElasticity - W, W, W3 MORE " ". MORE " " LESs " "
07




TABLE  IV-25
STATE - NEW JERSEY
. UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
| DISTRICT TYPE - ALL |

. ‘ Changes from
ms‘;‘;::]:; ﬁ;‘ﬂill{"{t, 1974 to 1977 1975 to 1977  '1976 to 1977
— ‘ ¥
A. EQUALITY - /‘ |
1. Range LESS Equal LESS Equal LESS Equal
2. Restricted Range LESS * | Less * LESS "
3. Federal Range Ratio LESS " MORE " MORE "
4. ‘Ralative Mean Deviation MORE " | MORE * | LESS "
5. Permissible Varfance | MORE " MORE * LESS *
6. Variance | LESS * - | LESs " LESS °
7. Coefficient of Variation MORE " MORE * LESS
Yo rcg;:g‘-%mon | more + | wWore - LESS *
9. Glai Coefficient MORE " | more LESS *
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY . |
1. Simple Correlation = | LESS With Neut LESS WIth NEut| MORE WIth Neut
‘2. Slope - W~ LESS * » MORE * ". | LESS " *
3. Slope - W, W2 LESS * MORE * * | MORE * *
4. Slope - W, W&, W3 LESS * MORE * = | More * =
-5:; Expenditure Difference LESS_ . " LESs " " LESS *» "
6. Hickrod Ginf - ' - MORE * * | MORE * *
7. Elasticity - W LESS * * | MORE * * | LESS " "
8. Elasticity -W, Wl LESS " ™ MORE " * | MORE * "
9. Elasticity - W, W%, 3 LESS . MORE * * | MORE " =
38 -
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TABLE  IV-26
STATE - NEW MEXICO
. UNIT OF ANALYSIS -  DISTRICT
\ DISTRICT TYPE - ALL
-: Measure of Equality o Changes ‘f'°'."" ‘
_and Wealth Neutrality : 1972 to 1975 . 1973 to 1975 1974 to 1975
A, EQUALITY o |
e . Range - .‘LESS'Equval MORE Equal MORE Equal
2. Restricted Range LESS " f LESS " | | more v
3. Federal Range Ratio ° n LESS " ~MORE " | MORE "
@ 4. Relative Mean Deviation | LESS " MORE " | MORE "
5. Permissible Variance | MORE - " | MORE " _ MORE "
6. Variance LESS » MORE " 'MORE "
@ 7. Coefficient of Variation| LESS " MORE " _MORE "
8. J Standard Jeviation , : e ,
* of Logarithms LESS " MORE " MORE "
9. Gin‘ Coefficient LESS " 'MORE " MORE "
e | -
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY | | | |
1. Simple Correlation MORE With Neut | MORE With Neut MORE W1th Neut
@ 2. Slope < W MORE " MORE " " MORE " - "
3. Slope-W, W | MORE " v | MORE v *: MORE " -
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 MORE " " MORE " MORE "
P . 5. Exbenditure Difference LESS " o " LESS " L MORE " "
6. Wickrod Gini - o ; ‘ . ‘
7. Elasticity - W MORE " * | MORE " | MORE v
e 8 FElasticity ¥, W2 | MORE " MORE ' MORE " *
9. Elasticity - W, W5, W3 | MORE " MORE " [moke v 4
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TABLE  1v-27 | |
STATE - * NEW MEXICO AR .
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL L
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL o o

| - o Changes from: | o .

Measure of Equality , : , K - v
and Wealth Neutrality 1972 to 1975 1973 to 1975 1974 to 1975
A. EQUALITY o )

Range LESS Equal | MORE Equal | MORE Equal ¢

2. Restricted Range LESS ™ " | MORE | MR *

3. Federal Range Ratfo | MORE * | MORE * MORE .* ‘

4. Relative Mean Deviation | MORE * MORE * MRE * = ®
5. Permissible Vartance LESS " | Less MORE * |
6. Varfance = - | LESS " MORE  * MORE  *

7 Coiff1c1en; of Variation “Mons " o MORE * | MoRe o J

S o Logarionm " | More | more ~{ MORE . *

Gini Coeffictent | MORE .* MORE | MORE .
. WEALTH NEUTRALITY
1. Simple Correlation MORE With Neut | LESS With Neut MORE W1th Neut .
2. Slope - W | MORE * * [mMRE * * |moge * * g
3. Slope - W, W2 MORE * * . |LEss * MORE * *

4. Slope - W, W2, w3 * LESS * * LESS " * | MORE * *

5. Expenditure Difference* | LESS " * ~ | LESS * MORE " * -

6. Hickrod Gini - - e -

7. Elasticity - W MORE * * MORE " MORE * " ;
8. Elasticity -, W2 MORE -~ " * | LESS " ¢ MORE " .
9. Elasticity - W, W&, W% o LEss. * * LESS - * * | more =

* Negative wealth neutrality measures - ; ) L . 1
.~ evaluated as positive values; i.é&., more negative :
1s not more wealth neutral. o . L@

19y




Measure of Equality
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| TABLE 1v-28 ,
. | CSTATE - NORTH CAROLINA |
o UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL o ‘ f
Change from 1972 to 1975

- and Wealth Neutrality | }DISTRICT - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
A. EQUALITY - N |
1. Range ,, LESS Equal LESS Equal
2. Restricted Fange - . LESS v ’ LESS .
) 3. Federal Range ‘Ra,tic ' R }MORE‘ ." | . _ MORE
4. Relative Mean Deviation "MORE " | MORE
5, | Permissible V:ria_nce , - MORE * ~ MORE "
6. Variance | '] I- LESS o o LESS *
7. Coefficient of Variation MORE " | MORE "
'8. Standard Deviation i | o o
of Logarithms MORE " MORE "
5. Gini Coefficient . ~ MORE " ~ MORE " ~
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY ' |
1. Simple Correlation  MORE With Neut . MORE Wlth Neut
2. Slope - W MORE MORE " ®
3. Slope -, W  MORE v  MORE "
4. Slope - W, W2, W® | CMORE ¢ v ~ MORE
5. Expenditure Difference | N - - P
6. Hickrod Gini - - D
7. Elasticity -W° | .- MORE " v ~ MORE "
8. Elasticity -W, W& _ MORE " | MORE v
9. Flasticity - W, W2, W3 ~ MORE " " | MORE " "
g ;a*» |
191




Measure of Equality/

TABLE 1V-29

| STATE - . SOUTH CAROLINA

UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DIng:cir. UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL | |

Change from 1972 to 1975

and Wealth Neutrality DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED PUPIL. .
A EquAlTy * |
« 1. Range | LESS Equal o LESS Equal;
‘ " 2. Restricted.Range LESS " ‘LESS "
3. Federal Range Ratio LEss " . LESS
4. Relative Mean Deviation LESS " LLESS "
5. Permissible Variance LESS " LESS
6. Varfance LESS " - LESS "
7. COeff1cieht of Variation ~° LESs " LESS‘ "
8. Standard Deviation - R
of Logarithms LESsS " LESS *®
9. Gini Cosfficient LESS LESS
" B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY |
1. _S‘lmple Correlation "MORE W1th Neut MORE With Neut
2. Slope - W LESS " LESS %
3. Slope - W, W LEss " " Less v
4. Sicpa - W, W2, W3 LESS * LESS *
5. Expenditure Difference - | - |
6. Hickrod Gini | - -
7. Elasticity - W LESs " " MORE "
8. Elasticity -W, W2 Less ¢ MORE "
9. Elasticity - W, W2, w3 LESS * " MORE * "
I 103




MORE "

MORE ‘ n n

12 3

TABLE IV-30 %
’ \ | STATE - SOUTH DAKOTA
L ' CUNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNKEIGHTED PUPIL
nrsmc' TYPE - ALL , |
R | Change' from 1973 to 1975 ~ Change from 1974 to 1975
Measure of Equality . , ,
®  and Wealth Neutrality DISTRICT ~ UNWEIGHTED PUPIL| ' DISTRICT  UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
A EQUALITY | |
o i Rame | MORE Equal | MORE Equal LESS Equal | LESS Equal
' 2. Restricted Pange | LESS " LESS . LESS " LEss "
. 3. Federal Range Ratio MORE " LEsS MORE ) oLEss
o % Relative Mean Deviation | MORE " MORE " MORE  * MORE
5. Permissible Var'lance LESS - " MORE " LESSs " LEss "
6. Varfance LESs LESS " LESS " LESS "
° 7. Coefficient of Varfation MORE " MORE " MORE™ * MORE "
' 8. Standard Deviation . ,
~ of Logarithms - MORE MORE " MORE " MORE
0. Gini Coefficient MORE " MORE MORE " MORE "
. | C | .
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY ? -
1. Stmple Correlation MORE WIthNeut| MOREWIth Neut | MOREWIth Neut| MOREWith Neut
g 2 Slove- MRE " * [mMoRe * v |mRe " | mRE v
" 3. Slope - W, W2 MORE " * |MORE * » | MORE ." | MORE * *
a. ,.Slope - W, W2, W3 MORE " " |MORE * " MORE " * | moRe *
° " 5. Expenditure D‘lfference. MORE " " | LESS " ‘MORE "t MORE "
6. Hickrod Gini MORE " " |MORE " " | MORE * - ! MORE *
‘ 3 Elasticity - W MORE " " |MORE " " MORE % | MORE *
o O Flasticity -, W2 MORE * * |[MORE * " MOR}E wow | MORE "
9. Elasticity - W, W&, w3 MORE " " | MRE v
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TABLE IV-31
| STATE - TEXAS L AR
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL. - L
' DISTRICT TYPE - ALL . o
Charlge from 1974 to 1975
. Wea1¢h ﬁgﬂﬂmw ' DISTRICT uuueramsn PUPIL
C . i
A. EQUALITY ] | |
1. Range " LESS. Equal | | LESS Equal @
2. Restricted Range R Less- tess * .
3. Federal Range Ratio . |  MORE ' | 1 | "noag\;v " |
4. Relative Mean Deviation LESS " | ~ MORE " s
. 5. Permissible Variance MORE " | . More |
6. Varfance i LESS "  Less ¢
7. Coafficient of Vardation™  LESS " MR o
S o logaritns | more MORE "
9. Gini Coefficient LESs " MORE  * ) :
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY o |
1. Simple Correlation |  MORE With Neut LESS With Neut 1
2. Slope-W LESS - . LESS v \\h
3. Slope - W, W | mome ¢ " Lgss v e
4. Slope - W, W2, W3 | MoRe » * | wess e . 5%
5. Expesditure niff.r_ence | MORE " ™ : LESS * * ;\
6. Hickred Gini - ' MORE " " 1 LESS .. . ’
7. - Elasticity - 4 ' LESS * * ] MORE ~ * "
8. Elasticity -W. W2 MORE " * | MORE *
9. Elasticity - W, W, W3 | .




TABLE  IV-32 '-
STATE - WASHINGTON -
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
© DISTRICT TYPE - ALL -
" = Change from 1970 to 1974
@® Measure of Equality ‘ N » o . ;
-and Wealth Neutrality DISTRICT . UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
A. EQUALITY _‘ : |
@ 1. Range : ' a I;ESS Equal | R B LESS Equa1‘
2. Restricted Range . . LESS " i N ~ LESS _"f
3. Federal Range Ratio LESS LESS "
e 4 | Relative Mean Deviation LESS " - : MORE "
5. Permissible Varfance | LESS N (LESS "
6. Variance . | LESS " o ~ LESS "
@ 7. Coefficient of Variation |  LESS . - . LESS ™
8. Standard Deviation : o
B ool LESS - LEss "
9. Ginf Coefficient - Less " | ~ Less ¢
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY | - - | . :
- 1. Simple Correlation MORE With Neut | ' - MORE W1th Neut
® 2. Slope - I Less ¢ " LESs " "
3. Slope - W, W ess v LEss
. 4. Slope - W, W2, W3 . LESS " v |  LEss "
@ 5. Cxpenditure Difference ouss vt | LESS@=" "
6. Hickrod Gin1 | LESs " ‘ o LEss "t
© 7. Elasticity - W ~ MORE " - LEss "
@ & Elasticity -W, W2 . LEss " ) LEss " *
9. Elasticity - W, W2, W3 LEss v LESS " %
| 195
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V. - Analysis of Equality and wlalth Neutro.litzy Measures Across States

In this section the performance of the equality and wealth neu_tr.a‘l"lty‘melsu"es ‘
1s analyzed when the measures m used to- rank' a number of statos 'at one po'lvnt
1ne. time. Interstate comparisons of equaHt,y and uealth noutrﬂtty are worthy
of examination for several reasons. . First, when a state's movement toward

~ or away from equality or wealth rLeutl?aHt,y 1s assessed < :r time, the move-
ment takes on added meaning when viewed 1n conjuqct'loh with @ stafo_'s :
Pds'lt'lon relltive'to'th‘e Ot!\Qlj statoél. A movement away fm equality in a |

_state that is relatﬂe]y equal may not ‘be as troublesome as the same movement

in a stat‘o that 1s'rel|t1vely§uhequl’l when ranked against other states.

* Second, the measurement of equll'lty and wealth neutrll'lty 8C:"23 states
is currently be1ng carried out by the Federal govemnent in 1ts leg‘lsllt'lon |
for 1l|pact aide S'lnce the Federal govermment {is using corta'ln specific .

_measures for +nterstato comparisons, it is 1mportant to understand the per-
formance of the measures utilized by the Federa'l govermment, as w11 as those

~ aiternatives not included in Federal regulations, if Federal policies dre to
be evaluated, \

" Third, regardless of whether they should or not, a large nunbor of
participants in the school finance "comun*lty" use 1nterstato'cmpaf1sons in

- the Tegislative, executive, and judicial spheres. Since it is fairly certain
that a multitude of interstate canpar1sons wﬂl be carridd out in the future,

_1t 1s critical that the methodology and potent'lll problms 1molved in theso

'compari sons are well understood and widely disseminated.
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| Th1s‘sect1on 1s divided into two majoh parts; the first part exam1nes‘the
‘equaIity measures and the second the wealth neutra11ty measures However. a
similar methodoIg&y is. ut111zed in both parts. First, a number of equality -
' (wealth neutrality) measures are used to rank- from e1ghteen to twenty-two -

states!

at one point in time and the resu1t1ng rank1ngs are compared pa1r-

wise for all the equality (weaIth neutra11ty ) measures. That is, nine

different equa11ty measures are used to rank twenty-two states from most to

Teast'equaI and theSe‘rank1ngs are compered for all pa1hs of measuree [
_Three different statistics are used to assess the éxtent of agreenent

between the pa1rs of equality measures when they are used to: rank states at

one point in time. These measures are exp1a1ned then 111ustrated w1th a Eh

common exampIe First, Spearman rank correIat1nns (ps) are computed between‘

all pa1rs of rankings yielded by two equality measures. 3 The fonmuIa for the

. Spearman rank correlation is the f0110w1ng

6 ?1( dy 2)

N3N

Y

ps’]

Where d, is the d1fference}between the ranks assigned to each state by the two
_ different measures and N 1s the number ~{ szate: in the sample.® The Spearman

rank correlation fanges from 1 ({dentical -“nkin7z" to -1 (opposite rankings).

1The number of states used in the interstate comparisons depends on data
availability. As explained below, twenty-two states are examine. with equa11tv
measures and eighteen with wealth neutrality measures.

) N\

2The discussion in the remainder of this 1ntrcduct1on is valid for the

analysis of both equality and wealth neutrality measures to follow. However,
for brevity, only equality measures are mentioned.

3Thirty-s'lx unique pairs of rankings are obtained when each of nine
measures is paired with every other measure.

4The Spearman rank correlations were computed by SPSS Version 7.

*
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The second statistic cmputéd to asséss the agreement among ¢iie rankings |

ylelded by the equality measures taken two at a t'lme is the percentage of

all pairs of states that are ranked 1n tho\same order by both equality measuru |

This s statistic is called the Agreqrent-Coanct (AC) measure and 15 c,ﬂcuhted.

in the r.1lowing manner. For any set of N states, fhere are N (N - 1) unique

‘pairs of states. When an equality measure d4s used to rank these N states,

there will be M (N - 1) pairs of states with one state ranked higher than

. the other, 1’gnpr1ng‘ ties. The Agrm;ﬁt-Coanct measure is the percentage of
N the N “N‘ - 1) pairs of statis 'tmtjre ranked in the same order by the two

equath measures. This messure ranges from 1 .(all pairs ranked in the same
order) to 0 (ﬂl of the pairs ranked in the opposite order). Usually the
measure ranges botwen zero and one and thus 1nd1cutas the percentage of
pairs of states tiat lre ranked in the same order,

The third and f1na1 statistic used“to assass the agreement mong the

: rlnldngs ylelded by two qquath measures is the corcordance lusun.s Usuﬂly

. the concordance measure is utilized when the extent of ths agreement among more

than two rankings 1s to be assessed. However, the concordance measure can be
computed for two ranldngs and it is computed for the pairs of rankings S0 that
the behavior of the concordance statistic will be more famﬂ'lar when it 1is

used to assess the agreulent among three and four equality measures.

The concorfd'ance measure (W) may be comjuted as fol Tows:

8 M S
- 12( Riy = (M (M1))2 )

M2 (u3ﬁ - N)

where M is the number of equality meashrgs (twd 1n this case), N is the nimber

SSee Kendell, M.G., Rank Correlation Methods, 4th Edition. London: Griffin

(1970), Chapter 6. 1 am Tndebted to Richard Schramm for calling this statistic
to my attention. s - _ . g

1oy
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pf states being ranE:d. and R1j is the rank assigned by the Jth_nlasure to the i
state. The concordance measure can be viewed as the actual sum of squared

deviatiors from the situation where g_l_[ states receive the saine total or

average rank from all measures divided by the maximum sum of squared deviation

{f all states were ranked in the same order by all measures. This can be
seen fram the formula for W by noting that &M (N + 1) is .the average sum of
>ranks assigned to N states by M measures and "Mz (N3 - N) 1s the maximum
sum of squares if all states are ranked in the identical order. by each
measure, without ties. The concordance measure ranges from 1 (perfect agree-
ment among all measures) to 0 (no agreement among the measures).
The mechanics of the three measures can be i1lustrated with an exémplé.

. Table V-1A shows the values of two equality measures (X and Y) computed for
‘ foufistates (A, B, C, and D’. and the ;esult1ng ranks labelled Rank (X) and .

Rank (Y). The calculation of the Speanman rank correlation is shown in

* Table V-18. The sum of the d1fference between the ranks, squared, is 6 and

the resulting Spearman rank correlation is .40, Table V-1C 1llustrates the
Eomputat1on‘of the Agreémeﬁt-Confl1ct measure. In the example there are six
pairs of states, four of which are ranked in the same order by both megsures;
Therefore, the Agreement-Conflict measure is four dfv1ded by six or .67.

* Finally, the calculationvof the concordance meaﬁuré appears_1h Table V-1D. .
Since there are two measures and four states the average sum of ranks for each
state s  %(2) (4 + 1) or 5. The sum of squared deviations from 5 1is d1v1ded
by fhe maximum sum of square dev1at1ons’y1e1d1ng a concordance‘measurekof .70.

It should be noted that the rank correlation ranges from -1 to 1 while the

Agreement-Conflict and concordance measures range from vao 1. The concordance |

meaSure for two rankings is very similar to the Spqgnnan rank correlation but

195
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TABLE V-1

A. BASIC DATA.USED TO COMPUTE EXTENT OF AGREEMENT AMONG RANKS

EQUALITY  RANK (X) EQUALITY  RANK (Y)
MEASURE (1= MOST  MEASURE (1 = MOST
STATE X EQUAL) Y Eua)
A .1100 1 .0110 1 .
B .1200 2 .0120 3 |
c -1300 3 .0125 3
D .1400 4 -0115 2
B. CALCULATION OF SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATION |
STATE RANK (X)  RANK (Y) |
A O 1 0 0
B 2 3 4 1
c 3 4 4 1
D " 2 2 4
6(zd2) 6(1+1+4) 36
pg = .1 - =1-_ =40
NM-nN 3-4 60
C. CALCULATION OF AGREEMENT - CONFLICT MEASURE
" PAIRS OF - |
STATES MEASURE X 'MEASURE Y AGREE /CONFLICT
A8 A MORE EQUAL THAN B A MORE EQUAL THAN B  MGREE
A,C A MORE EQUAL THAN C A MORE EQUAL THAN C AGREE
A,D A MORE EQUAL THAN D A MORE EQUAL THAN D AGREE
B,C B MORE EQUAL THAN C B MORE EQUAL THAN C AGREE
B,D B MORE EQUAL THAN D B'LESS EQUAL THAN D CONFLICT
c,D C MORE EQUAL THAN D ~ CONFLICT

C LESS EQUAL THAN D

AC = AGREEMENT PERCENTAGE = 4/6 = .67 |

11
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e - D. CALCULATION OF CONCORDANCE MEASURE
~ AE AVE ,
STATE  RANK (X)  RANK (Y) I RANK £ RANK*  (r RANK-B RANK)
| : 2.
B 2 3 5 0
c 3 4 7 5 2 ag
- 2
2 A =
° D 4 6 5 17 =1
*AVE L RANK =~ M (N+ 1) = "3 (2) (4+1) =5
® W= lZ(t(tRANK-AVEtRANK)Z) = 12x(9+4+1)=168=.70
M -N a(64 - 4) 240
°
°
°
®
.
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a difference 1s that one measure ranges from -1 to 1 compared to 0 to 1.
Therefore the concordance measure will be higher than the Spearman rank
correlation in ali ‘cases.G'The Agreement-Conflict measure does not have to
be greater the 4 and turns out to be greater than o.in a 1ittle more than
. half of the cases in the examples to'foﬂ,ow.

After the pairwise analysis of the equality and wealth neutrality measures,
the second stage in the methodology con;‘l sts of an examination of the measures
in groups of three and four. In these Cases the concordance ineaSure 1s
utilized to assess the extent of the Vagreuient ainong the several equality
measures. | . |

In addition to the computation of the three statist'lcs-for the pa‘lrwisé
can'pariso'ns of equality measures and ’the 'concordgnce measures for groups of
three and four equality 'mus(:re‘s‘. the rankings yielded by the pairs and groups
of three and four equality and wealth neutrality measures are examined to deter- :
mine the nmbér of unambiguous rankings that can be derived from multiple
equality measures. Unambiguous rankings occur when individual states or
- groups of states can be ranked unamb‘lguousu more or less equﬂ or ﬁeﬂth
neutral than other states or groups of states, In 'the ewumple {llustrated in
Table V-1, State A can be ranked ununb‘ljuoust more equal than States B, C, lnd '
, D'basodﬂon equality measures X and Y.  However, no further unﬁbiguous rankingi
are possible; thus, these four states can be unambiguously ranked in two
groups for these two equality neasures. If two M‘asuns‘ rank a set of states
1n exactly opposite orders, ‘the number qf unambiguous ranidng; will be one.
fhc number of unambiguous rank‘lngs"cqn also be one when the ‘rank‘lngs are very

jumbled but not exactly opposite.

6l(ondl.H. 1970, p.‘ 95 shows that for M equality measures p_. _ = MN-1 .
In the case of 2 equality measures, W = p/2 + .5 so that N is AVE N1
always greater thgn or equal to p when M = 2, o . '
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The equallty*and wealth neutrality measures are examined in turn using

the methodology described above in the reaimder of this chapter.

A. Equality Measures ,

Theranalys1s of the behav1or_of the equality measures wher used to rank
a-nunber of states at one point in time is analyzed in four stages. First,
the measures are examlned pa1rw1se and in groups of three and four using the
unwelphted pupil un1t>of analysis. Second, the,measufes are examined pairwise
for the district unit of analysis and the results from the multiple rankings
are briefly d1scussed. The comparison between the unweighted pupil and
district un1ts of analysis are presented in the third stage and the conclusions
in the fourth stage. J | -

Data are in hand for a total of 29 states. However, s1nce this examina-
tion focuses on the use of a number of equality measures at one point in t1me.
only states where date are available for 1975-76 are exam1ned This leaves a
total of 23 states but since I11inois has multiple district types and only
62% of the pupils are in unit type d1str1cts. Ill1no1s is not 1ncluded in the
sample. This leaves 22 states in the sample that is used to analyze the
behavior of the equality measures in interstate comparisons. 7

A 29 state sample can be constructed where one observation is 1ncluded -
for every state. This sample would include the observations from the 22 states
for 1975-76 plus I11inois-Unit, l975-76; California-Unit, 1974-75; Colorado.;
1974-75; Kansas, 1974-75; Maryland, 1976-77; Michigan, 1974-75; and Hash1ngton.
1974-75. A parallel analysis was carried out in this 29 state sample. however,
only the results trom the 22 state sample are presented and d1scussed s1nce
the results from the augmented sample are not different from those for the

22 state sample.

7Even though there are miltiple district types in Missouri, since 98% of .
~the pupils are in Unified districts, M1ssour1 is included in the 22 state sample,
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1. Assessment of Equality Measures Across States Using Unweighted
Pupil Unit of Analysis

The specific quest1on addressed in this part may be stated &s follows:
When a number of equality measures, computed using the unweighted
pupil unit of analysis are used to.rank a number of states from
more to less equal at one point in t1m. do the rankings from the
different equality measures agree? '

In other words, 1f we examine the rankings that result from the application of
two or more equality measures computed using the unweighted pupil unit of
analysis to a set of states, at one Ro1nt 1n time, will there be agrement
among the rankings? ' i o
The rankings that result from the appliication éf the equality measures to

the sample of 22 states in 1975-76 (heroqfter referred ‘to as the 22 state
~ sample) are compared pairwise using.the tiireel statistics described sbove and
these are displayed in Table V-2. The Spearman rank com]aﬂbns range from -
6589 to .9910, the Agreement-Conflict measure from .7270 to .9740, and the
concordance measure from .8295 to .9955. Since, given the sample size, all
the _rank correlations are highly significant, an arbitrary cutoff of .84
for the rank correlation and the Agreement-Conflict measure, .92 for .the
Concordance measurea can be used to 1soli§e the pairs of méasures that are
more in agreement. If these criteria are used simultaneously, the following
. ten pairs of measures can be said to be more in agreenent than the other pairs:

RANGE-VAR

RES RANGE-REL MN DEV
¢ o RES RANGE-VAR

RES RANGE-GINI

FED RR-REL MN DEV

FED RR-COEF VAR

FED RR=-GINI

REL MN DEV-COEF VAR

REL MN DEV-GINI
COEF VAR-GINI

8Nhen p = .84 for a pair of rankings, W = .92 ., See footnote 6.
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RES
RANGE

RANGE .7787
- .7840
.8893

RES RANGEl | X
. FED RR |

REL MN DEY
' PFRH VAR -
| VAR

COEF VAR

STD, DEV L6S

FED

R

.6589
.7400
.8295

.8430
.8130
.9215

X

REL MM

DEV

.6691
.7530

.8346 .

.8803
.8570
.9401

.8995

.8570
.9497

X

PERM

VAR

.6680
.7270

.8340
.7470
7710
.8735

.7199

7710

.8600

7346
.7920
.8673

TABLE V-2

MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN EQUALITY MEASURES
USED ACROSS STATES IN 22 STATE SAMPLE = .
(unweighted pupil unit of analysis)

COEF ™. STD DEV

VAR VAR
.8814  .7945
.8480  .8270
.9407  .8972
9356  .8272
.9090  .8180
9678 .9136
'.7233  .8916
.7620  .8610
.8617 .9458
- .8182  .9243
827 .892
.9091.  .9622
6770  .6623
7400  .7360
8385 8312
X .8475
.8230
©.9238
X

W L6S  GINM

.6669  .6804
.7360 7620
8334 . .8402 -
.7651 - .8656 -
.7970 8400
.8826  .9328
.6725  .9243 .
7530  .883
.8363 .9622
.7549 .9910
.7920 .974
.8775 .9955
.6702 L7199
7320 7750
.8351 .8600
.7730 .8001
.7840 .8010
.8865 .9001
7470 .9424
.8050 .9180
.8735 9712
X .7425
.7920

.8713

MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION -

. Spearman RankACOrrelat1on(pig.

Agreement-Conflict Measure{

~ Concordance Measure (W). -

A
W

Ps
AC

T
W
Ps
AC
W

PS
AC

L
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In order to shcw the actual rankings so'that the reader can assess
: 1ndependently.whether or'nwt the equality measures agrée, four tables showing
pairwise comparisons are presented. Tables V-3 and V-4 show the rankings for
the coefficient of variation - Gini coe fficient and relative mean deviation -
Gini cooff1c1ent. respect1vely. These two melsures are 1h substantial
agreement as the concordance measure 1s above .97 and the Agreement-Conflict
measure s over .90 in both cases. 9 The 1ines on the SUMMARY RANKING MATRIX
show the unambiguous rank1ngs wh1ch will be. discussed shortly lele V-5
shows the rankings for the Federal -mnge ratio - standard daviation of
' log|r1thh equality measures, a case Qhere there 1s'relaf1901y moderate
"agreenents_ Table V-§ shows that thsre 1s more agreement bstueen'the two
measures for the more equal states. Finally Table V-6 shows the rankings that
result fm:l a pair ¢f equality measure that -do not agree, rellat'lve' to-the
other pairs. The SUMMARY RANKING MATRIX shows that there are considerable
differences despite the significant correlatibﬁ and concordance measures.:
A differentszy‘of assessing the agreement betweeﬁ_the pairs of equality
measures is to compute the number of unanb1§uous'ranks &1elded by each pair.
' Table V;3 shows, for example, that there are 5 unambiguous ranks for the
COEF VAR-GINI combination and Table V-4 shows 17 unambiguous ranks for the
REL MN DEV-GINI combination. Table V-7 d1splays the number of unambiguous
rankings that result when all pairs of the n1neiequll1ty measures are used
to rank the 22 stltes. The m1n1mdn}number of unambiguous fanks is one .
‘ shd an example ihere there is only one unambiguous rank is shown in leie V-6.5
It is interesting to note that although the rank csrrelltion lns concordance
‘measures lre-s19n1f1c§nt for all pairs, only one unambiguous ranking is

. present in 18 out of 36 or 50% of the cases.

is shown on the tables.

9Tho Agreement-Conflict measure is (100 - CON?LICT PCT). The CONFLICT PCT

N ot 117




® o ® ® () o o ] e e o
. E .
TABLE V-3 \!
- : i D)
YEAR<<3 979 : TEAR=-1979 ; -
MEASURE-=COEF VAR ' HEASURE=-SINI , 1 R
' UNIT OF ANAL--UNWGT PUPIL UNIT OF ANAL==UNWGT PUPIL : Lo ‘ ~
RANK  STATE Valuz RANK - STIATE vVaLuE . : . ‘ r)-
1 LoV + 09398 1 NN ;05286 ; T
2 FLA «09778 2 LU ,05382 ' ' :
3 M VA 15293 8 FLA « 08507 S i ' '
s NC «10750 8 M VA J09520 S :
s  ALA - Jl207 5 NC ,08792 ‘ ‘
6 FINN 012931 6 ALA 106869 B _ - ,
7 WA 413699 7 . MINN 106939 : R
o mISS ' +15800 o nmiss . 07096 ‘ o
9 VERMY 017316 . ’ sO ,00762 o : ) S D)
16 CONN 017080 10  VvERAT 09100 ' - _ B
11 $0 ) +17063 11 mo 109163 ‘ o '
12 Mo .18228 12 N M +09500 _ : 9
13 MAINE .18319 13 CONN ,09080 . v : :
14 NV v19070 18 MAINE +09920 ~ ‘
13 oRE , ol9807 1S Rt 010256 : )
16 s¢C . T e 20870 16 NV 10580 . . g .
17 N H e 22096 17 TEXAS +10398 _ »
10 PASS 22378 1¢  nASS 11220 ' : : ; D)
19 TEXAS 022091 19 s¢C : iz :
20 KTY 23779 20 NT - +12200 : : .
21 NY .. J2n302 21 KvY J12063 : 5y
22 6A 83620 22 A +15608 : - -
SUMMARY RANKING MATRIX ' o - .
v I sun : '
Lou 1 2 3 )
FLA 2 3 s
¥ VA 5 a8 7
NN 4 1 8 -t Y
NC " s ’ >y :
ALA s ¢ 1 w
NINN 3 7 13 S
:%}g;;:::1--1r-* 16 S
1] ' 19 . :
s 0 11 9 20 p - ' - . : . )
no 12 11 23 . : :
CONN 10 13 :; . : . - - .
maINe 3 N 20 ALASURp-cUNIT ALASURg--—UNII COMPANISONS  DISAGRLcALNTS  CONPLICT PCT
oﬂ: ‘s 15 . , - so rocccsctonsnsnangstecnue . Socoaccsadossccsnacaapas™ cocestccces ecsccccsscsecs CII LT LYY LT .
NJ 1% 16 :g N
‘sC 16 19 ' o J .
:Ass 38 18 v 3¢ COEF Vax UNNGT PUPIL sINI UNVeT PUPIL 28 19 e l
ExXA ' i : 36 - _ ‘ L . '
1"1&1 2 21 :l : : ' 119 '
: Q v 21 29 ' 1 : : :
FRIC™ 58— S R e T T ;
. . . s
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YEAR--3 978

MEASURE--REL AN CEV

UNET OF ANAL-=UNNGT PUFiIL

RaNK  BTalE value
NA «07592

- 2 Lo « 07963
3 W€ 80078

8 WA « 00392

s FLA « 90560

6 ALA 59993

T AINN + 09916

¢ niss . o19907

9 890 011368

. 19  VERAY 12900
1L Ao *12925
12 N n 13289
13 RAINE «13606
18 CONN 13796
1S TEXAS 18020
16 ORE olg320
=17 NJ « 18086
10  AAgs 15029
19 8C - *1599
20 N VY 17608
21 K1Y 19330
22 oA 22120

SUARARY RANKING MATRIX

.

TABLE V-4

YEAR=~1978
NEASURE==0INI
UNIT OF ANAL==UNNGT PUP3 L

%

RANK SUATE ValVE:
r Peee ..... L L 1 1 1]
1 NN «08236
2 Lt "o 00092
] FLA «05807
8 ¥ VA « 09820
s NC « 08798
'3 ALA o 06869
? nINN . 86989
) niss 087096
9 g0 « 00762
10 VERny «09100
11 « 09163
18 N «09800
19 CONN « 09000
3§  MAlNp - +090R0

18 oRE 210286 .
16 NJ 10300
17 TERAS 01089§
190 RAgs «11200
19 s C . ol1328
20 NY. 12200
21 XTy 012863
+19600

NREASURCE =UNTET

LI I LI LI L LYY LY L T T 1 rY oy

REL AN UEV  UNNGT PUPIL
U= S8R6.00 us 9998
L J ¢

NREASBSURE --Gmg !

oINt UNNSY PUPIL

CORPAN BONS

DISAGREERENDS

WL

CONsLICT PCT
I
8.6 ..




vEAR<=1973

ACASURE-=PERN VAR

UNLY OF ANaL==UNNST PUPIL

PO PRRASIBNE

1
1
12
13
10
1s
16
17
10

A9
20
21
22

STATE

NA
neC
¥ VA
FLA
no
ALA
NINN
niss
KTY
NASS
Lou
NH
CONN
TEXAS
VERRTY
AAINE

. s 0 _’//';

NJ

sC

6A

"y

oR o

Y

VaLlut

96132
«9350%2
« 75063
o Ieb676
+ 93162
93152
» 22969
« 92618
092333
+91002
+%0610
« 09867
+008999
00872
« 08027
« 0799
07888 -
«07063
«05083
03326
+ 01809
+5g310

SUARARY RANKING PATRIX

NC ‘2
¥ VA 3
FLA
Nn 1
ALA 6
Lo 11
RINN
nIss 0
no S
CONN 13
VERRT 13
NASS 10
s 0 17
AAINE 36
, KTY L4
NN 12
nJd 10
TEXAS l;
- C 1
O ae 22
ERICh - a0

T ¥ \31

-~

&

FY U R R

10 -
11
13
20
17

sun . -

6
.
.
8

11
12
13
16
17
23
28
20
20
29
29
29
32
33
38
37
"2

TABLE V-6

TEAR=-1978

MEASURE=-COEF VAR

UNAT OF ANAL--UNNET PUPLL

" RANK  STATE

Lou

2 FLA

) W VA

[ ] N C
) ALA

6 ninNn

L4 NR

[ ] niss

L VvERNTY
10 CONN
11 s O
12 a0
13 RAINE
18 NV
1s ORE
16 8 C
17 N H
18 NASS
19 TEXAS
20 XY
21 NY
22 oA

ALASURg==UNTT

P YL LI L XL L L L L L Lol ol odod

PERR VAR

vaLut

«0939%
< 09778
«10298
«18788
Ji2071
«12381
213699
+ 15800
«17816
o17000
017063
«10228
+10319
«1%070
- +19407
« 20070
« 22086
< 22878
+ 220883
28779
« 28302
«38620

uNNeT PUPIL  COEF yAR

3%. 29%%,00 us (0812

AL ASUREg ~=UNT I

uNNE! PUPIL

CONPARLSONS

DISASALLALNIS

conpLICE PCT

SLL

1

0D

re

O I 9 I 9 Q2

D

N

DY 0w

1
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 YEAR.-1978
AEASURE.=FED R R
UNST OF ANAL.=UNNBT PUPIL

VaLUE

RaANK  STATE
1 FLA «3g878
‘g LoV 51168
3 WVA 35620
8 NN T e 87200
s ALA 050119
6 NC 0829513
T AINN 89779
[ "o + 57308
? NN «bgbe?
is VEART 69089 -
11 niss o70678
12 ORE o T908T
13 Comn «00103
THLE 04829
1S AAINE +03310
16 8O 07982
17 K1Y 0897
16 TExAs " 00768
19 Ny 1,03778
gs 8 C 1.,88%10
21 Aass 1,09778
22 6GA 276380

SUANARY RANKINS RATRIX

suR
LoU : 1 s
FLA T 2 3
e :
o

. nc 6 1s
: 11
niss 11 @ 19
ont 12 13 28
s 0 16 1 L34
TExas 0 10 20
MAINE 18 1S 30
nd - 1y 17 i
Y y 22 5
VERRT 10 21 n
s C 20 12 32
Xy 17 16 3
13 20 o 44
21 18 !
19 18 . ‘87

22 19

TABLE V-5

T1EAR==197D
REASURC~=8TQ OEV L6S.
UNLT OF ANAL==UNNBT PUPgL

valLue

RANK STATE
1 Lou +09892
FLA T 09000
3 o VA « 89977
8 NC +102%0
s NN +11309
® ALA 011620
? nINN 012207
niss 019188
16202
16 TVEXAS 10998
13 s 0 19007
12 s8¢ 19943
13 oRt 019988
18 KASS +2009%
18 RALNE +203386
16 XTIV 021082
17 w v <2819
16 wN Y 25808
19 A « 38770
‘20 (4] ) " JB7088
21 vERRNTY + 43370
22 MH + 58970

NeASURG cUNS T’

*eeteee®teseeettgaytease

FED R R uNugT PUPIL
8% 2962,08 us (0363
¢ @

te

——

R ASBURGE ==UNL

870 Ogv LSS UNNBI PUPIL

.-

CONPANLEONS

. nxlusa;gq;nll\

\
\

-

91l

CONPLICE PCY
.....T....... \ eopecge®Sggess ‘)
. - . ].kv\)
7 20,7
. . |
o B , "
o o @
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TABLE V-7 :
NUMBER OF UNAMBIGUOUS RANKINGS FOR PAIRS OF EQUALITY
MEASURES USED ACROSS STATES IN 22 STATE SAMPLE -
(unweighted pup1l unit of analysis) '
RES RANGE FEDRR REL MNDEV PERM VAR VAR 'COEF VAR STD DEV LGS  GINE.
RANGE 1 B 1 1 2 1 1 2
RES RANGE X 2 2 1 7 1 2 2
FED. RR X 3 1 1 5 5 5
REL MN DEV X 2 1 5 5 17
PERM VAR X 1 1 1 2
VAR X 1 1 1
COEF VAR X 7 5
STD DEV LGS X - 1
129 127

Ll
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The series of pairwise comparisons d_o show }rel.atively more agreement
among certain paris oi' groups of msasures. For examp,ls there appears to
be relative_‘ly more agreement among the soefficignt of variatibn. relative

an deviation and Gini coefficient than among amy other set of three
| measures. Furthermore, if the standard deviation of Togarithms and the
Federal range ratio are added to this group, the agreement among the ten
Aprlrs in this group of five 1is r"elat‘l\}ely greater than among the other 26
prlrs of the nine equality measures. o

~-The agresment among the equality measures when used for 1nttrstate
rankings can be assessed further by examining the agresment among more thar; "
_two equality measures. Of course, the number of combinations of three or
more equality measures, soloctsd from nino. 1s quite large so that only a
: seloctsd smple of the nultiplo cmpcrisons are discussed here.

Tables V-8 through B-16 display tho rankings resulting fm the applica-
.tion of groups of three and four equality measures to the 22 state sample
and a summary of the concordance measures and hunbsr of unambiguous rankings
are Tisted in Table V-17. These tables reinforce the conclusion that the |
agreement among the five measures discussed above is relatively substantial.
The concordance measures are».unifomly close to 9 or above, and two or uoﬁ
unnb{guous 'ranldngs can be obtained in every case. The existinceﬁ_f more
than one unambiguous ranking when more than two equality measures are
utilized is noteworthy since over half the equality meausres taken two at a
t‘lns result in only one unambiguous 'ranld.n:g. ,

Thus 1t appears that there are differences among the nine equality
lusures when thqy'an uséd to rank a set of states from most equal to lesst
equal when the measures are ‘_cmpu_ted us‘lhg the umigi\ted pupil unit of

analysis. However, there are groups of measures that show relatively more
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© . TABLE V-8 . .
| YEAR--1978 YEAR=-1973 YEAR==1978
MEASURE.=COEF VAR - AEAGURE--STD DEV L8S AEASURE=-8INI N
UNIT OF ANAL--UMWST PUPIL UNIT OF ANAL=oUNNST PUPIL UNIT OF ANAL--UNWET PUPIL "
RANK  STATE vaLUE RANK - SIATE VALUE RANK  GTATE VALUE : ' ‘.
sves . LT 1 L L L L] ceew CL LY ] Y Y 1 T LI YY) LI Y 1] Ll 1) ’
1 Lov. +0g39% 1 v 09492 1 sn 05286 N
) 2 FLA 09778 2 FLA v «09000 2 Loy .09382
3 W.VA 19293 3 ¥ VA L0997 3 - FLA .09507 N
s NC e Y L] s NC .10298 " ¥ VA .09529 N
s ALA oig071 s NA . «11300 s NC + 05792 ‘
6 AINN «125851 6 ALA T +11620 6 ALA 206569 N
7 : :' «13699 7  AINN 12207 7 AINN 06939
S venar a7 > no “leser 3 50 “Seree
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TABLE V-17
CONCORDANCE MEASURES AND NUMBER OF UNAMBIGUOUS
RANKINGS FOR GROUPS OF EQUALITY MEASURES,
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- agreement and yield more than one unamb1guous_rank1ng when used 1in mﬁ1t1p1es
of three and four. For example, the coefficient of variation, standard dev-
iation of logarithms, Gini coeffi~ient, and relative mean deviation can be
used to rank the 22 states and a clear determination can be made that cer-
tain of the states are more equal than others on all four measures. However,
'there are.enough contradictions among all nine measures\§o that 1f more than
one unambfguous rank1ng is desired, certain value judgments will have to be
accepted so that certain measures are e11m1nated from the set of nine
equality measures.
2. Assessment of Equality Measures Across States Using District
Unit of Analysis
The specific quest1on addressed in this part may be stated as follows:
When a ndmber of equality measures, computed using the district
unit of analysis, are used to rank a set of states from more to
less equal gt one point in time, do the measures agree?
In other words, if we examine the rankings that result from the application
of two or more equality measures computed us1pg the district unit of analysis
to a set of states at one p91nt in time, will there be agreement among @he
rankings? | | »
Three stat1st1csAthat compare the rankings for the nine equality measures
taken two at a time using the district unit of analysis are displayed in
Table V-18, The Spearman rank correlations range from .5618 to .9955, the
Agreement-Conflict measures from .7140 to .9830, and the concordance measures
~ from .7809 to .9977. Compared to the unwe1ghted pupil unit of analysis these
statistics span a wider range but it will be shown that there is more agree-
ment among the equality measures when the districi compared'to the unweighted
pupil is the unit of analysis. | |
Again, all the rank correlations and concordance measures are h1gh1y

's1gn1f1cant. However. 1f the arb1trary cutoffs of .84 for the rank
1149




* TABLE V- 18

"MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN EQUALITY' MEASURES '
USED ACROSS STATES IN 22 STATE SAMPLE
: " (district unit of analysis)
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correlation and Agreement-Conflict measures (and .92 for the concordance
measures) are applied s1mu1taneous1y to isolate the pairs of equa11£y
measures that agree relatively more, 18‘ef the 36, or half, the measures
meet or exceed these criteria. fh1s 1s‘cons1derab1y greater agreement than
existed for the unwefghted pupil un1t/of analysis where only 10 of the 36
cases met or exceeded these criteria. | |
The greater agreement for the district unit of analysis can also be
seen when the unambiguous rankings for the ba1rs of equality measures
computed usjng the district unit of analysis are examined. Table V-19
displays these unambiguous rankings and the agreement measured by this
criterion is substantially greater for the district compared to the unweighted
pupil unit of analysis. In fact, for 34 of the 36 pairs of equality
.measures, the number of unambiguous rankings is greater for the district
than the unwe1ghted pup11 unit of anaIys1s .
S1mu1taneou51y with the overall h1gher 1eve1 of agreement ev1denced
for the district unit of analysis, there are groupings of measures that
exhibit theimost agreement and these groupings are sim11ar to fhose for the
unweighted ﬁupiI un1f of enaIys1s.- There 1s‘re1at19e1y higher agreement'l
among the Gini coefficient, relative mean deviation, and coefficient of
variation than among any'set of three measures, based on the unambiguous
rankings. Furthermore, a relatively high level of agreement is ma1nta1ned
‘when the Federal range ratio and standard deviation of logarithms are added
to the subset of measures.
These levels of agreement can be examined further by us1ng groups of
-three and four equality measures, computed with the district un1t of analysis,

to rank the sample of 22 states. Table V-20 shows the concordance measure
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~ and the number of unémbiguous rankings for nine exml‘gs where three and
four equality meaidres in used to rank the 22 states. Evidence from this
| table strbngly~suggests. once again, that .there is relatively more agreement
when the equality measures ar? computed using the. district compared to the

un\mg.hted' pupil unit of analysis. The concordance measures are close to

or greater than .92 and in all cases they are always greater for the district

" than the umweighted pupil unit of analysis for the same sets of equality

measures. Furthermore, there are a relatively large number of unambiguous .
rankings even in comparison to the pairwise amlys1s of the equath measures
computed using the unweighted pupil unit of analys1s.

- For the district unit of analysis there is relatively more agreement
when equality measures are used to rank the 22 state smple compared to the
equality measures computed using the. unwe1ghted pupil unit of amlysn. :

- For certain measures, namely.the coefficient of variation, standard deviation
of‘ logarithms, relative mean deviation, G1n1 coefficient, and Federal rangi ‘ v
ratio , three or four equality measures can be used simultaneously and they
will y1eld four or more unambiguous rankings and relat1vely.high concordalic.e

measures. However, the selections of the d1str1c£ unit of amalysis and

the subset of equality measures are value judgments and most "equity assessors”

would probably agree that the district unit of analysis cinnqt'be_ used alone.

3. Assessment of Equality Messures Across States: Comparison of
District and Unweighted Pupﬂ Un1ts of Analysis

The particular question addressed in th1s part may be stated as follows

“When an equality measure is used to rank a number of states
at one point in time, do the rankings that are assigned by

the equality measure using the unweighted pupil as the unit
of analysis agree with the rankings assigned by the same
equality measure using the district as the 'mit of analysis?




the other if meaningful interstate rankings are to be'produced by more than
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The foeus of this assessment is not on the agreement among two or more equality
measures computed us1ng the same unit of analysis as was the case in the pre-

vious two parts but uhether the equality measures are cons1stent across units

of analys1s when used for interstate comparisons.

‘Table V-21 displays the three statistics qf association for each
equality measure computed using both units of analysis. Note that these
stat1st1cs are rather low.when compared to the pairwise compar1sons of
different equal1ty measures us1ng the same unit analys1s None of the
Spearman rank correlations or the Agreement-Confl1ct measures 1is greater
than the arbitrary cutoff of .84, except for the range which is unaffected
by the' unit of analys1s (The stat1st1cs are. however, h1ghly s1gn1f1cant )

It should not come as a surprise that the measures are not in substant1al
agreement across uh1ts of analysis since the results of the separate‘analyses by
unit of analysis differed substantially. However, the lack of substantial A

agreement across units of analysis forces a ¢hoice of ‘one unit of analysis or

one equality measure. The lack of agreement between eech,equal1ty measure

’computed with two un1ts of analysis can also be documented by the unambiguous

renk1ngs For the Federal range ratio, relat1ve mean dev1at1on. penm1ss1ble

variance, coeff1c1ent of varfation, and Gint coeff1c1ent only one unamb1guous

_ranking ’ the minimun numher,can be fonhed us1ng the same measure computed

using bothvuh1ts of analysis. For the restrfcted range ahd standard deviation |

of logarithms there are two unambiguous rankings. Thus, there is fairly |

 clear ev!dence that substantial agreement between the equality measures computed

using two units of analysis does not exist.
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| | TABLE V-2
MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN EQUALITY MEASURES COMPUTED

USING THE DISTRICT AND UNWEIGHTED PUPIL UNITS OF ANALYSIS.
22 STATE SAMPLE

SPEARMAN AGREEMENT o
, - | RANK CONFLICT CONCORDANCE
. o~ CORRELATION — — _MEASURE MEASURE -
RAMGE o Lo o 1.00
CRES RANGE  .6217 R .8108
FED RR | i 4834 .667 ‘_ 7442
REL MN DEV .5280 - | .7060 ' .7640
PERM VAR 620 L7320 .8210
VAR . .8272 o 8350 L9136
COEF VAR .7493 | 7880 - .8746
STD DEV LGS .8103 . a0 oo
GINI .5555 .71'40" - 779
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4. Conclus1ons

V1ewed 1n a very rough sort of way, the conclusions for the: equal1ty
measures used for interstate compar1sons are net very different from the
conclusions that were suggested for the equality measures used 1neone state
over time. lFor the equality measures used in interstate comparisons it makes'
a d1fference which equality measures are utilized since there is not perfect
agreement among the measures. Furthermore, the equal1ty measures that d
embody simi lar vahrjudgments -agree-more -t} an those for which the 1mpl1c1t
value judgments differ. For example. the three measures 1dent1f1ed by certain
value judgments in Section III. the coefficient of variation, standard
deviation of logarithms, and Gini coefficient, were shown to agree relatively
more than most subsets of equality measures. |

In addition, two other measures that are also insensitive to equal
percentage increases, the relative mean deviation and Federal range ratio,

were also shown to agree relatively more with the three measures already

- mentioned than any other set of five equa11ty measures out of the nine

examined. '
Only if a small set of equality measure are utilized for the district

unit of analys?s. however, will multiple measures produce more than two or

_ three unambfgueus rankings. If multiple measures are used with the unweighted

pupil unit of analysis or with both units of analysis there will be agreement

" among the equal1ty measures as judged by the concerdance measure, but extensive

discrimination, evaluated by the number of unambiguous rankings, will not be
forthcoming. | . '

Therefore. the selection of particular measures and un1ts of analysis
must be made if clear cut rankings are desired fran the 1nterstate comparisons.
Al though some~agreement among the measures can be documented, the choice of

a measure or unit of analys1s is important.

16:)
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- B. Hul'th Neutrality Measures

The assessment of the behavior of the wealth neutrality measures when
used to rank a set of states at one point 1n tine 13 analyzid 1n four stages.
First, the Peasures are cmpared paimise and tn groups or three and four
using tho unweighted pupil unit of gnalysis and second, a similar analysis is
carried out for the district unit of anaiysi‘s. The third stage includes a
discussion of the comparison bltween units of malysis for the 1nterstate

: mlth neutrality assessment and the cmclusions are prcscntod in the fourth
stage. | '

A somewhat smaller sample s used for the interstate mltil mutralhity
caparisons than was utilized in the last part for tho 1nterstatc cquality
comparisons. All ninc wealth neutrality nusum are available for only 1"
states 10 1975-76. ‘However, seven measures, all but EXP DIF and the Hickrod
Gini, are available for 18 states in 1975-76. '

A decision was made to use the 18 state sample in this uction for a

~ couple of practical reasons. First, the EXP DIF measure does not embody certain
"preferable value Judgignts and, )mditjon. conflicts substantially with the
‘other eight measures. Second, the Hickrod Gini ¢annot be computed in all
cases. Therefore? the 18 stitu sample for seven wealth niu'trality measures is
utﬂiztd throughout this part.

The 18 state sample excludes four states that were exmincd in the previous

‘part. Alabama is excluded since wealth data are unavialable. Maine, Massachusetts, -

Georgh are excluded since the slopes and ela'sti',cities based on W, Hz, and W3
were not calculated in a comparable manner due to Timitations in the computer
Program used for the regressions.

For completefiess, however, the Spearman Rink Correlations between all pairs

of the nine wealth neutrality measures when used for interstate comparisons for
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the 11 state sgmpIe(are presented in Table V-22. The covfeIat16ns using the
unweighted pupil unit of analysis are presented above the diagonal and the

district unit of amalysis beioW'the‘d1agona1. This table shows the relatively

" Tow level of agreement between EXP DIF and the other weaIth neutrai1ty ,

measures. However, this is not the case for the Hickrod Gini and this
measure should be 1nvest1gated further if some of the computational problems
_ean be resolved.!0 Also, it should be noted that the individual rank correla-
tions are somewhat different for the 11 state sample compared to the 18 state
sample, to be discussed below, although the general conclusions that emerge
from an examination of the two samples are not that different.

It mugt be emphasized again that wea1fh measures are not equilized state
wide in the data presented for three o the states louisiana Mississippl, ad South Carolina.
Furthermore, the 15 states in the 18 state sample where there 1s some form of
state wide equalization, the level of equalization varied cons1derab1x3fran
around 20% of full market value to 100% of full market value. Therefore,
conclusions hust be 1imited to the wealth neutrality measures and not the

rankings of particular states

,‘(

1. Assessment of Wealth Neutrality Measures Across States Using
Unweighted Pupil Unit of Analysis .

The particular question addressed in this part may be expressed as follows:

When a number of wealth neutrality measures, computed using
the unweighted pupil unit of analysis, are used to rank a set
of states from more to less wealth neutral at one point in
- time, do the rankings from the different wealth neutrality
measures agree?

v

10The_EXP DIF measure mighte be comsidered to embo&y more acceptable
value judgments if it is divided by mean revenue. However, this possibility

‘has not been investigated in this report.

111t should be noted that the elasticity measures do compensate for
different levels of state wide equalization but it is impossible to compensate
in cases where there is not state wide equalization.

| ERES
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TABLE v-22 - . | j/‘
SPEARMAN RANK CORRELATIONS |
BETWEEN WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES
- IN 11 STATE SAMPLE

(unweighted pupil unit of analysis above diagomal,
district unit of analysis below diagonal
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| To put it another way, 1f we examine the rank'lngs that resuI‘t from th.e
application of two or? more wealth neutrality measures computed using the
-unweighted pupil unit of analysis to a set of states, at one point in time,
will there be agreement among the rankings?
The three measures of associat‘lonAcomputed €or the rankings yielded
by the seven wealth néutrath measures, taken two at a t‘lnie.‘ are .‘d‘lsphyed'
in Table V;Zé for the 18 st‘até sample. The Spearman rank correIat‘lons’ range
® - from ,3044 to .9897, the AgrgelnerltéConf11ct' measures from .6270 to .97.40; and
| the Concordance measures from .6522 to .9948.
The measﬁr;es that are more highly related, however, are nbt randomly
® distributed among the pairs of wealth neufrath measures. It is fairly
- clear (and consistent with the .84, .84, .92 simultaneous'cut off criteria
utilized in the last part) that there 1s relatively more agreement among the
@ three elasticity measureé. ELAST W, ELAST W2, and ELAST W3, and among the‘
three slope measures SLOPE W, SLOPE W2, and SLOPE W3. This is consistent with
the method in which the measures are calculated and the resulting va]ue judg-
® ‘ments that are embodied in the measures, as discussed in Section II of this
report. 1 .
This pattern of agreement within thr elasticity and slope wealth neutrality
.i measures a1$o=a_ppears when the unambiguous rankings for the pairs of wealth
neutrality measures are t;bmput’ed. The unambiguous rankings for the pairs of
weaIth neutrality measures used-for interstate comgparisons in the 18 state
e vh sample appear ‘in Table V-24. . VBy far the largest number of unambiguous rankings
. appear between the pairs of slope measures and between the pairs of elasticity
me‘asures while there arTe relatively few unamb1gﬂous~ranking for the remaining

® pa‘lrs.' (Recall that one is the minimum number of unambiguous rankings.)
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. : | | - TABLE V- 23

o | ' MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES
~ USED ACROSS STATES IN 18 STATE SAMPLE
(unweighted pupil unit of anaiysis) -

SLOPE W SLOPE W2 SLOPE W3 _ ELAST W ELAST W2 ELAST M3 MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION
SIN CORR ,3457  .3086 .3044 5831 .5501 .6037  Spearman Rank Correlation(p
.6410° 6270 .6270 .7520 . 7060 .7320 Agreement-Conflict Measure(
L6129 . L6543 .6522 7915 J750 - .8019 Concordance Measure (W)
SLOPE W X 7 .95% 9505 .669 .6409 .5975 o
9220 9220 .7710 .7520 .7390 Ab
.9763 - .9752 8349 .8204 7988 W
SLOPE W2 . X .9897 . 5459 .5521 L5067 o
.9740 .7320 L7120 6990 Al
.9948 .7730 7761 .7534 N
SLOPE W3 X 5273 5212 .4840 0
o 7190 -6990 .6860 AL
| .7637 - .7606 .7420 N
ELAST M o . “ X 9628 .97 0
: .9280 .9410 1/
| | | .9814 9856 W .
ELAST W2 - . 1 X . 9856 0
146 - -
3
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TABLE V-24

NUMBER OF UNAMBIGUOUS RANKINGS FOR PAIRS OF WEALTH NEUTRALITY B
MEASURES USED ACROSS 'STATES IN 18 STATE SAMPLE
‘(unweighted pupil unit of analysis)

| SLOPEW  SLOPE W2 SLOPE W3  ELAST W ELAST W2 ELAST W3
SIM CORR 1 1 1 D 1 2
 SLOPEW X 9 n o 2 2
SLOPE W2 . | X " 1 2 2

SLOPE W3 C X 1 o2 2
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Hhen the wealth neutrality measures are examined in groups of ‘three arid four
for 1nterstate comparisons, cons1derable agreement st111 ex{sts among the slope
and among the elast1c1ty measures, but not for other comb'lnat'lons Tables
V-25 through V-33 display nine¢ examples of the wealth neutrality measures used
in groups of three and four to rank the 18 states. ‘The eoncordance measures
and the number of unambiguous rankings for the n'lne multiple comparisons are

sumarized in Table V-34 When the three elast'lc'lty or slope measures are used

'together. there are a relat1vely large mmber of unamb1guous rank'lngs compared

to other multiple rankings exalrlned 1n this sect1on - However, once measures

outside of the particular sub-group are comb'lned, the concordance measures drop

| substant'lally and the nunber of unmb'lguous rankings 1s always one, the minimum.

Thus. there is not considerable agreulent among all seven uealth neutral'lty

measures couputed us1ng the unweighted pupﬂ un1t of analysis when used to rank
a set of states at one point in time. In other words. the selection of the -

- correlation, slope, or elasticity measure for interstate wealth neutral1ty

assessment does make a difference. However. there is cons1derable agreement ‘

among the three elast1c1ty measures and among the three slope measures. Once

o a part'lcular class of wealth neutral'lty measures 1s chosen it is not as cr1t1cal

whether the elast1c1ty or the slope 1s calculated from a simple regress1on of .

ruvenues (or expenditures) on wealth or a regress1on us1ng higher order wealth

terms. But the selection of e1ther the correlation, slope.- or elast1c1ty measure

involves the selection among a nunber of‘value judgments.
2. Assessment of Wedlth Neutrath Measures Across States Us1ng
n'lst.r'lct Unit of Anmalysis .
The question addressed in this part may be stated as follows:
When a number of wealth neutrality measures, computed using the
district unit of analysis, are used to rank a set of states from

. more to less wealth neutral at one point in time, do the rankings
. from the different wealth neutrality measures agree?
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TABLE V-34

CONCORDANCE MEASURES AND NUMBER OF UNAMBIGUOUS
RAHKINGS FOR GROUPS OF WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES,
18 STATE SAMPLE
(unweighted pupil unit of analysis) -

SIM_CORR
X
X
x .

NUMBER OF
UNAMBIGUOUS

SLOPEW  SLOPEW2 SLOPEW3 ELASTW  ELAST W2 ELAST W3

X X

RANKINGS
1
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”
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In other words, 1f we look at. the rankfngs that result froin‘ the application of

two cr more wealth neutrath measures computed using the di strict unit of
analysis to a set of states, at one point in t1me, will there be agreement

among the rankings?

The three measures of association between the rankings from the seven
- wealth neutrality measures, taken two at a time, are displayed in Table V-35.}
Compared to the wealth neutraIft} measures using the unweighted pupil unit of
® ~ analysis, fhe measures of assoc1at1on for the district unit of analysis span
a somewhat wider range although-the pattern of agreement is very similar. }he
Spearman‘rank correlation ranges from .2528 to ,9628, the Agreement-Conflict
L measure from .5950 to .9410, and the Concordance measure;:fa;(gm .6264 to .9814.
At.the same t1me, the groups of measures that are in agreement relatively more
than any other groups are the three elasticity measures and the three slope
@ measures. All three of the pam:s of slope measures exceed. the .84, .84, .92
cutoff ut111zed earlier and two of the three pairs of e1ast1c1ty measures |
exceed this cutoff Furthermore, the agreement among the two groups is all |
® the more marked s1nce none of the other f1f1teen pairs of wealth neutrath
| measures meet these cr1ter1a
This pattern of relationships between the‘weeith neutrality measures is
@ repeated when the unambiguous rankings are computed for pairs of wealth

‘neutrality measures. ,These unambiguous rankings are displayed in Table V-36.

There are considerably more unambiguous rankings for the pairs of elasticity

Py ‘measures and pairs of slope measures than fovr most other pair of wealth neutfath
measures. This is again the same pattern that was observed for the wealth

neutrality measulres when the unweighted pupil unit of analysis was utilized.

12,
V')




SIM CORR
SLOPE W
SLOPE W2
SLOPE N3
ELAST W

ELAST W2

N
102

SLOPE W - SLOPE W2

.5046 - .2528
.6730 .5950
.7523 .6264
X 9133
.8820
.9567
X
® o

TABLE V- 35

HEASU@A" ASSOCIATION BETWEEN WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES

< USED ACROSS. STATES IN 18 STATE SAMPLE )‘,53‘
, (distri€t unit of amalysis)

ELAST W2 ELAST W3

MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION

" SLOPE W3 ELAST W

.2714 8452 L7110 " 5851
6140 .8240 .7650 . L7190
6357 -9226 -8555 .7926
.8844 .5624 7276 .6429
-8630 -7190 17520 -7190
9422 .7812 .8638 .8215
.9628 .2693 5604 .5026
-9410 -6010 -6990 6930
.9814 .6347 17802 .7513.
X .2838 . .6120¢ .6182
~5950 17060 .7390

"6419 8060 8091

X - .8535 .7337

-8500 -8040

19267 8669

X 9340

-9020

-9670

) @

Spearman Rank Correlation(ps)
Agreement-Conflict Measure(iC)

- Concordance Measure (W)
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SIM CORR
SLOPE W

SLOPE W2
'SLOPE‘H3

ELAST W

ELAST W2~

SLOPE W
1

TABLE V-36

NUMBER OF.UNAMBIGUOUS RANKINGS FOR PAIRS OF HEAE#H NEUTRALITY -

MEASURES .USED ACROSS STATES IN 18 STATE. SAMPLE

SLOPE W2

1

(district unit of analysis)

SLOPE W3
1

1

ELAST W
3

ELAST W2
1.

>

ELAST W3

2

LSl
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The final comparisons for“tha_wealth neutrality measures using the district
unit of analysis are nine cases where groups of three and four meausres are

used to rank the 18 states. Although the actual ranklngs are not shoyﬁ in this
. L

‘report, the concordance measures and number of‘unambiguous rankings for the -

3 .
multiple comparisons are shown in Table V-37. The concordance measures and

- the number of'unambiguous rankings are larger for the groups of three elastlcity

" and slope measures, as would be expected from the pairwise comparisons. However,

the nunber of unambiguous rank1ngs are considerably less than for the wealth

neutrallty measure us1ng the unuelghted pupll unit of anmalysis, displayed 1n

hMeV34' o ..~
Thus.~except for the number of unambiguous rapklngs for multiple compari-

~ sons, the conclusions for the wealth neutraiity measures when used asross states

are very similar for the unweighted pupil anJ district unis.of analys1s.' There
are substantial contraqjctions among most wealth neutrality mcasures except the

three elasticity measures agree substantially;w1th one another as do the three

. slope measures. Some selection must be made among the sorhelat1on.~slope. and

elasticity measures, but the part1cular functional form of the slope or

elast1c1ty measure is not as 1mportant as the cho1ce among the three classes of
measures. '
3. Assessment of Wealth Neutrality Measures Across States: 'Comparlson
, - of District and Unweighted Pupil Un1ts of Analysis ) :
The -specific question addressed in this part may be stated as follows:
When a wealth neutrality measure 1{s used to rank a set of states
at one point in time, do the rankings that are assigned by the
wealth neutrality measure using the unweighted pupil unit of .
analysis agree with the rankings assigned by the same wealth
neutrality measure using the d1str1ct unit of analysis?
The focus of this assessment is not on the agreement or contradlctlons among two

or more wealth neutrality measures as was the case for parts 1 and 2 but whether

136
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TABLE V237

CONCORDANCE MEASUR.S AND NUMBER OF UNAMBIGUOUS “
RANKINGS FOR GROUPS OF WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES,
. 18 STATE SAMPLE _
(district unit of anal sis)

r
s SLOPE SLOPE SLOPE  ELAST  ELAST aast UNAMSTRUOUS
CORR " e w0 W e W W RANKINGS
X X X | o e 1
X | X | X - e .
X : X S x = .66 1
| o X X X .893 3
X x o ox o 9468 3
X X | X X o 7358 1
X X B X 8068 1
X X X X .8323 " 1
X X X X - .738% S A
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v;thefweaIth neutrality measures are consistent etrossnun1ts,of analysis.

The measures of association for the wealth neutrality measuree computed
hs1n§ both units of .analysis are displayed in Table V-38. The measures show
seomewhat more agreement than'for the equa11ty measures used for interstate
comparisons Far the wealth neutra11ty measures the measures of association for
SLOPE- W and SLOPE W2 exceed the 84. .84, .92 cutoff wh11e none of the equa11ty
‘measures exceeded‘this level. (See Tab1e v-21.) Furthenmore. there are more
than. one dhamb1guous rankings for all pairs except ELAST W and ELAST W3.

There are five unamb1guous rankings for SLOPE W, four each for SLOPE H2 and
~ SLOPE H3. three for ELAST W2 and two for SIM CORR _

Thus. while there is not perfect agreement between the weaIth neutra11ty
measures used for the interstate comparisons computed on two units of anaIysis.
there are not the widespread d1fferences that were observed between units of
analysis for the equality measures used for 1nterstate compar1sons Since the
conclusions that were drawn for the wealth neutrality measures used for
1nterstate comparisons separately for each unit pf,ana1y51s were similar, it
is not surprising that there is a»reasonabIe amount of agreement hetween,untts

of analysis.

4. Conclusions

The conclusions for the wealth neucrality metsures used for interstate
‘canpar1sons are relatively straight forward. It clearly makes a difference
which wealth neutrality measure or measures are chosen for.1nterstate comparisons.
There are considerable end consistent differences among the three classes of
wealth neutrality measures identified as the.cdrrelatipn.fe1e5t1c1ty, ehd slope
classes. | | | |

However, there appears tc be considerable agreement emong the threeks10pe

measures ard among the three elasticity measures using either unit ef analysis.
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TABLE V-38

® MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION BETWEEN WEALTH NEUTRALITY
: : MEASURES COMPUTED.USING THE D)STRICT .
~ " AND UNWEIGHTED PUPIL UNITS OF- ANALYSIS. '

® o .18 STATE SAMPLE

@
- L 3

- SPEARMAN - AGREEMENT . |
. RANK. ~ CONFLICT . CONCORDANCE
o ; | CORRELATION r MFASURE | __MEASURE _
< smeom .70 L TeT0 " .B8ES ‘
® . SLOPE W . .8555 S e o
SLOPE W2 B ~.9195 L Lses0 | .9598
®  slorEws - 8349 '“ 8376 " .9174
ELAST W w2 - .8040 . .890s “
o AT P L7918 | .8040 .8958
ELAST W3 7234 | .7580 ¢ _ag;v
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" This was docl;nented in the wealh 4neut_ra11ty section briefly at the beginning
for an Ii"state sample and rather extensively for an 18 state sample. In
. addition, there aAp‘pear to be zome differences, but not K,subsn.éanti"ﬂ ones, for
| each wealth neuteali ty measure when the units ofv analysis are compared.
B Thﬁs.;ceratin choices} must be mad‘e amon§ ‘cIaSses of wealth neutrality

measures if discriininating 1nteistate comparisons are to emerge.

1y

.
e
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VI. Sens1tfvity'Ana1ys1s \ , |
| This section pﬁesents a limited aumber of sens1t1v1ty analyses focos1ng on
severai asoects of eqojty.measurement methodology..,The analyses presented in
‘this part represent an extremely small percentage ofvthe types of analyses -
that need to be carried out before the importance ot the variaus choices that
are made when equity is assessed are bettet\undefstooda' With the available’
data, however;\onIy a 11mitedinumbeﬁ of sensitivity hoaIyses can be earr1e&
out. | o ‘ o _
The first part of this section presents a very brief analysis of the
effects of us1ng a weighted student unit of analysis on the equa11ty and
weaIth neutra11ty measures, particularly when they are observed in one state
over time. The second sens1t1v1ty analysis focuses on the effects of a1ternat1ve
' spec1f1cat1ons of the dependent variabIe. especially alternative treatments of
debt and cap1ta1. The third part of this section presents the equality and
ﬁeaIth-neutra11ty measures for one state, ﬁey York, without the major city,
New York City. The questions raised by the existence of large cities can only
® e touched uoon in this report since ni'eas_ures for one year only are available
fur New York in the dato set accumulated for this repdrt F1oa11y. issues
. reIated to the existence of mu1t1p1e d1str1ct types are d1scussed in the last
L part of this section. ‘

A. Welghted Student Unit of Analysis \,
The assessment of equa}1ty and‘wgﬁIth“neotra11ty using the weighted pupil
unit of analysis is important for severa1freasons. First, a number of states

use a weighted student count extensively in man} public po11cy decisions

,:\j




well. o o

fsince data are available, over time, for only threeistates where the same

-1974-75, respectively. Florida uses a rather detailed set of weightings and

including the distribution of state aid. Second, the current regulations

that spell out the way in which the Federal government plans to measure equality
allow the use of weighted pupil counts at the discretion of the state and a
sensitivity analysis such-aé this can help to evaluate the significance of this
option. Third, as discussed in Section II, it can be argued that when "categori-

. cals”® are included in the dependent (revenue or expenditure) variable, weights

that incorporate the categories should be included in the pupil measures as

The use of the weighted pupil unit of analySis changes the basic unit in
the distribu@?%n (revenues/weighted pupils) and changas the number of units in
the distributidn (weighted_pupils) compared to the district and unweighted
pupil units‘of analysis. As a result, the use of the Weighted pupil unit of
analysis has the potential to change -the results ot the equality or wealth
neutrality analysis over time quite considerably when compared to the other
units of analysis. ]

L4

The assessment of the weighted pupil unit of"analysis 1s contrained

weighting 1s used in a particular state for more than one year. Analyses are
presented for Florida, I114nois, and New Jersey here the results for the
equality and wealth neutrality assessments for the weighted pupil unit of analysis

are compared to the results for the unweighted pupil unit of analysis.

le Florida |
The equality and wealth neutrality measures for'Florida for all three
units of analysis appear in Appendix B, Tables B-22 and B-23, for 1973-74 and

these are displayed in Table,VI 1. Note that there are weightings for grade

2113
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TABLE VI-1
e
Weights for Various Educational Programs in Florida, 1975-76
@ : : ‘
; Besic Progrems . ‘ |
Kindergarten and Grades 1, 2,and 3 ‘ 1.234
Grades 4 through 9 . 1.00
Grades 10, 1), and 12 1.10
o ‘ Special Programs for Exceptional Students ' ,
Educable mentally retarded 2.30
Trainable mentally retarded 3.00
Physically handicapped 3.50
Physical and occupational therapy, part-time 6.00
- Speech and hearing therapy, part-time 10.00
® Deaf : ’ 4.00
Visually handicapped, part-time 10.00
Visuslly handicapped . 3.50
Emotionally disturbed, part-time 7.50
Emotionally disturbed 3.70
Socially maladjusted , 230
Specific learning disability, part-time 7.50
Specific learning disability 2.30
o Gifted, part-time 3.00.
- Hospital and homebound, part-time 15.00
Vocstional-Technical Programe®
Vocational Education 1 4.26
Vocationa! Education Il 2.64
o Vocational Education 111 . ' . 2.18
Vocational Education IV _ 1.69
* Vocational Education V 1.40
Vocational Education VI : . : 1.17
Adult Education Programs
® _ Adult basic education and adult high school 1.28

Community service 0.675

Vocational-technical programs are put into one of six categories depending wpom the
relative cost of providing thopmm.loﬂupcninmamhﬁopmmuﬂnl”l
- Mofcxmﬁvmquipmnt;hﬂupdnmmmﬂm .

o Source: Jack Leppert, Larry Huxel, Waltsr Garms, and Heber Fuller, “Pupil Weightine
Programs in School Finance Reform,” in School Finance Reform: A Legisiators Handbook,
ods. John J. Callahan and William H. Wilken (Washington, D.C.: National Conference of

- State Lagislatures, 1976). .

20
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levels and sp§c1a1 programs.
~ The: assessments of the equality and wealth nedtrath in Florida from _ L
1973-74‘to 1974-75 are presented in Table VI-2. The use of,the weighted pupil
unit of analysis compared to the unweighted pupil unit of ani]y;1§ changes. the
assessment of equality and wealth neutrality for selected measures. For the‘ ”
equality measures there are differences for the relative mean dev1at16n. the
Gin1 coefficient as well as the range. For the relative mean deviation and
Gini coefficient the unweighted pupil unit of analysis shows ﬁore equality
between 1973 and 1974 Qh11e these two measures for the weighted pupil unit of
analysis ;how less equality. Differences in the other direction can be seen for
the range. Thus, depending upon the part1culaf equality measure chosen, the
conclusions fegard1ng equality can be different for the two units of analysis.
| Similar differences occur for the wealth neutrality measures except here.
there are differences between the unwe1ghtgd and weighted units of analysis
only for the ELAST W measure. ﬁuf for Florida, this shows that the equality
and wealth neutral1ty measures, particularly ones that may be more attractive
from a value judgment point of view, can contradict one ﬁnother when the
weighted and unweighted pupil units of analysis are compared for specific
measures. '
2. IMlinois _
The equality and wealth neutrality measures for the three district types
“in I114nois for 1972-73 and 1975-76 are displayed in Tables B-27 through B-32.
The analysis of equality and wealth neutrality between 1972 and 1975 for all
three district types and all three units of analysis were displayed in Section IV,
Tables IV-12 through IV-14. Thé pupil weighting system in ill1no1s. known as
Title I we1ghted average daily attendance (TWADA), 1s based on the number and

concentration of T1t1e I students in a particular district. L

TFor more details on the I11inois pupil we1ght1ng system see G. Alan Hickrod
and Ben C. Hubbard, The 1973 School Finance Reform in 1111nois: Quo Jure? Quo Vadis?
I11inois State Univers ty, Center for the Study of Educational Finance, March. 1978.

Q




TABLE
STATE - FLORIDA

VI-2

UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL, WEIGHTED PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL_ '

® Measure of Equality
- and Wealth Neutrality

DISTRICT

" Change from 1973 to 1974

UNWEIGHTED PUPIL

WEIGHTED PUPIL
A. EQUALITY | -

1. Range LESS Equal LESS Equal " MORE Equal
2. Restricted Range MORE LESS (ES§
3. Federal Range Ratio MORE " MORE " MORE *
4. Relative Mean Deviation MORE " MORE " LESS ®
5. Permissible Variance . MORE " ': MORE " MORE < . "
6. Variance | LESS " MORE WORE  *
7. Coefficient of Variation MORE " MORE " MORE
.8. Standard Deviation ' | ’

-~ of Logarithms MORE " MORE " MORE *
9. Gini Coefficient MORE " MORE " LESS "
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY

. Slope - W, W

. Simple Correlation

Slope - W

2

Slope - W, NZQ w3
Expenditure Difference
Hickrod Gini
Elasticity - W
Elasticity -W, W2

Elasticity.-.w, Hz. N3

LESS WIth Neut -
. LESS
" MORE

MORE
MORE
LESS
LESS

" MORE

MORE

LESS With Neut

MORE "
MORE "
MORE  *
MORE "

LESS "
MORE "
MORE "

LESS With Neut
MORE "
MORE " "
CMORE *
MORE " "

MORE "
Mo RE " "
MORE " "
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For the equality mezsures, there are only a couple of differences between

the unweighted and weighted units of analysis. The difference in the Unit
districts occurs for the penm1ss1b1e variance and in the Secondery districts,
the ”ederaT range ratio. There are no differences for the nine equality
measures across the two units of analysis in the E]émentary districts.

The differences between the weighted and unwe1ghted units of ana1ys1s
for the wealth neutrality measures in the Unit distr1cts are extens1ve Seven
of the nine wealth neutrality measures 1nd1cate less wealth neutre11ty in 1975,
compared to 1972, using the unweighted pupil unit of analysis and more wealth

neutra1ity us1ng the weighted pup11'un1t of ana1ys!s. The wealth neutrality

measures for the Secondary and Elementary district types do not vary according
to the unweighted and weighted units of ana]ysis

In 111nois examples of extensive, minor and no d1fferences -across the
unweighted and weighted units of analysis can be documented and. therefore. the

issue of unit of analysis is important in equity assessment.

3.‘ New Jersey

The f1na1 state examined nere 1s New Jersey where data on cumpareb1e pupil

weightings are available fbr 1975-76 and 1976-77. The equa11ty and wealth

neutrality measures for these two years in New Jersey are displayed in Tablés B- 55

and B-56.

The pupil weighting systen utilized in New Jersey is based on a number of -
different categories and is displayed in Table IV-3. The assessment of equality

and wealth neutrality between 1975-76 and 1976-77 for,the three units of

analysis are shown in Table VI-4. For this time period in NeW‘Jersey the equality

measures are the game for the unweighted and weighted pupil un1ts of ana1ysis

For the wealth neutra11ty measures only SLOPE W2 shows_a difference between the

D4y
tw . f )
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New Jerraey Weightings for Categorical Aid Programs as cofitained

in the Public School Education Act of 1975 (N.J.S.A. 18A:7A-20)

e
° Special Education Classes
- Educable
‘Trainable
Orthopedically handicapped
. Neurologically impaired

Perceptually impaired
Visually handicapped
o Auditorially handicapped
®.° ’ Commumication handicapped
Emotionally disturbed
Spcialiy maladjusted
Chronically 111
® . Multiply handicapped
Other Classes and Services

Approved private school tuition

PY ' Supplementary and speech instruction

Bilingual education
State compensatory education
o Home instruction '

" Addi<ional Cost Factors

0.53
0.95
1.27
1.06
0.85

‘\‘ ' | 1.91

1.38
1.06

- 1.27

0.95
\‘ 0.85
1.27

Additional cost factor of the
handicap plus 1.0

0.09 based 6n the number of pupih“
_actually receiving such instruction in
. the prior school year

0.16 :
0.11 } -

0.006 times the number of hours of

instruction actually provided in
the prior school year
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TABLE VI-4 o | |
STATE - NEW JERSEY - | .
CUNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL, WEIGHTED PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL | |
. ‘ o . Change from 1975-\‘& 1976 -
perrA Al o RN - ®
_ A , DISTRICT UNNEIGHTED PUPIL " WEIGHTED PUPI
A. EQUALITY ‘ ._ . |
1. Range : ' ~ LESS Equal 1 LEss thaI : © LESS Eual @
2. Rastricted fange s | s ¢ LEss * ~
3. Federal Range Ratio MORE " | MRE " | hRE »
4. Relative Mean Deviation MORE © MORE " - -MORE - ®
5. Permissible Variance MORE * MORE " MORE *
6. Varfance | LSS vt .| MORE MORE "
7. Coefficient of Variation WRE " 'MORE * o MORE " e
S ot looirithe e MORE 1 owre » | more .
9. Gini Coeffictent | MORE " MORE  * | MORE "
, | | ®
'B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY | .
1. Simple Correlation | . MORE WIth Neut | LESS With Neut LESS With Neut
2. Slope - W MORE * MORE * MRE * * @
3. Slope - W, W2 ol wme v MORE " | ess »
4. Slope - W, W2, w3 1 moRE " * Cess ¢ o | Less e
5. Expenditure ‘D1fferem‘:e MORE " " LESS * » LE§S " .- "
6. Hickrod Gini MORE - " " LESS * * LESS - » »
7 Ehsf‘lc‘lty - W _ H(-)RE. S . MORE * . , ||QRE "
8. Elasticity -N, W& MORE * " MORE * 1 MR » w o
9. Elasticity - W, W2, W3 MORE " LEss * LESS
2
®
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two pupil units of analysis. Thus, for one time period in New Jersey there are
only minor differences when the weighted compared to the unWe1ghted pupil uh1t
of analysis is employed. |
4. Conclusions ‘ _

The empirical 1mportaﬁce‘of pupil weight1ngs has been documented, even
with this 1imited analysis. The‘use ofua-we1ghted comuared to unwe1ghted pupr
‘unit of analysis can change the conclusions drawn from'1nd1v1duat and sets of
equaiity and wealth neutrality measures when used to assess a state over time.

It shou1d be pointed out that the pUp11 weighting systems s1gn1f1cant1y
1nf1uence the pupil counts 1n F10r1da (1.47 million (unwe1ghted) to 1.99
million (weighted)) and I11inois (Unit: 1.27 million (unweighted) to‘1.58
million (weighted)) more so than in New Jersey (1.40 million (unweighted) to
1.49 million (we1ghted)); Ihjs probably accounts, to some degree.'for the
greateh d1fferentes between the two pupil unite of analysis in F1or1da ahd
I11inois. But the issues surrounding student weightings have oh]y been '

touched upon here and are clearly werthy of further investigation.

o

B. Alternative Revenue Variables . 3 | N
The dependent var1ab1e used in most instances in th1s report is 10ca1 and
state revenues exc1uding revenues for debt servjce and capital. In Sect1on II
it was pointed out that a number of a]ternat1ve.dependent variables can be used
in equity analysis and in this part two alternative revenue uar1ab1es are
ut1j1zed. The effects of the thernat1ve/revenue variables are 1hvest1gated
by,conpar1hg the analyses of equality and revenue neutrality in a number of

states over time when d1fferent revenue variables are employed. First F1or1da,'

New Mexico, and Texas are considered, then New Jersey.
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' For Florida, New Mexico and Texas, the revenue variable utilized 1n.the
report includes local-revenues for &ébt Sgﬁvice and capital. In this sect1oh
the alternative revenue variable used for these three states {is lbcgl and state
revenues less expenditures for capital. Note that this is not the same As |
'v Tcoal and state revenues  excluding revenues for debt service aﬁd capital
since capital expend1tures‘are partly debt financed. 2 While thevaltérnative
revenue vaéiable analyzed in this sgct1on fof Florida;_Neﬁ_Mex1co. and Texas
is not a preferabié one for equity gpllysis, it éan providé some indication .
of the sensitivity of the equa’ity aﬁd wealth neutrality'ﬁeasures.to an
alternat?vé specifjcation of the revenue variable.
The equality and wealth neutrality measures}for>Flpf1da. New Mexico,
and Texas using local and state revenues less qagital éxgend1tﬁres'are d1splay§d
-in Tables VI-5 thfough'VI-ié. The data for these. three states that are ut111?ed, |
“in fhe ofher sections of the report are in Appendix B. The analyses of equal'lty ' @
and wéalth neutrality for the three states with the alternative fevehue variable
“are shown in Tablés VI-14 thfough'v1-17. The analogous tables for revenue
~ variable utilized in the report are included in Section .IV., ‘ ®
When the tables presentéd in this section are compared with their counter-
parts 1n”Se§t10n IV, the differences are extensive. There are six intertemporal
. camparisons (two for Florida, three for New Mexico, ind one for Texas) and nine B @
equality measures for each 1ntertemporil comparison yeilding 54 (6 x 9) equality
measures for each unit of'anlly31s that can be compared with different revenue
~ variables. For ?:he district unit of analysis 21 of the 54 or 39% of thé equality °
measures y1eid different conclusfons for the different revenue yar1qbles; A
conclusion 1s considered different or reversed when.the same measure shows more

éqpality for one revenue variable and less equality for the other revenue varﬁabie.

g . 'zc|p1tal ékpend1tures are tikely to be very Tumpy and either vastly exceed
' or be considerably less than lToeal revenues for debt service and capital.

»

21l
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TABLE * VI-5

STATE == FLA NUMBEs OF OISTRICIS == 67

o YEAR == 1972 NUMBES OF PUPILS == 1369723

DISTRICT TYPE == 1 NUMaFa OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

UNIT OF ANALYSIS

-~ Variable descriptions:

o 1. Pupil (unweighted): Average Dai.Iy Attendance @DA).

) 2. Rév’,enués: Local and state revenues less capital expenditures.
~ 3. Wealth: Equalized Assessed value.

® 4. Districts: AH

r

. . ‘ ot eSO cetasvescasSeassssvecSaSasacas
MEASURES OF MEAN. - : -
EQUALITYe aNO 0ISTRICT ~ UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
FISCAL NEUTRALITY _ CPUPIL PUPIL
Q-_.-----.---.----.Q--------------------------------------------------------
o 1. MEAN ExP 845,4300n 863,58000 0.00000
2, RrANGE 1066,30000 1066,30000 0.00000
- 3, REg RANGr 390,75000 359,94000 0.00000
4, FEDRR ' +62060 54380 0,00000
- 6., PERM VAR ; 86478 , 87871 0,00000
e Te R. 21769,00000 10657,00000 0,00000
.8, COEF VaR L1745 .119%4 .0,00000
- 9, S8TO DEvV L6S 029600 - «13800 0,00000
10, GINI « 08556 06577 0,00000
11, SIm CORR 31583 J64354 0,00000
- 18, SLOPE 2.58630n '3,86760 0,60000
e 13, SLOPE w2 1,95070 3,89090 0.,00000
14 SLOPE W3 1,33410 - 5,69170 0,00000
- 15, €EXP OIF 61,97900 169,64000 0,00000
16, WICk GInI +00608 0,00000 0,00000
17, MEAN W . 35,97500 38,41300 0.,00000
- 16, STO OEv W 18,01700 17.,17800 0.,00000
'® 19, ELAST «1100% 017204 0,00000
20, ELAST w2 « 08301 17307 0,00000
- 21, ELAsT 43 05677 025317 0,00000




STATE == FLA
YEAR == 1973
DISTRICT TYPE o= 1

TABLE  VI-6 174

@
'\\

© NUMBER OF OISTRICTS == 67
NUMBER OF PUPILS == 1397320 ®
~NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS == 188987

R13

nF ANALYSIS

WNIT
. . 4 . ...-.........-........-.'.OQ....» .
SURES OF MEAN+ » -
:EGAngYo AND ) oISTRICT UNWEIGHTED HEIGHY:(‘
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 3 PUPIL i fU'If_;w
1, MEAN Exp 987444000 176570000 787,93000 o
2: :‘NGE’ . 1‘25:“0000 1a2§yboooo 1223,30000
3, REsg RANGr $77,71000 43¥,24000 265,31000
4, FED RN o 77270 «32730 .:”so
s, REL MN DEV 014461 *11907 .,aovs
" 6o PERM VAR 085502 290687 +90063
Te VAR %49%508,00000 24a9l12,00000 10%00,00002 °®
8, COEF yaR 02230 <14811 012983 |
9, STO OEv LGS .86200 ,38100 36000
10, &INI 01057y 0.‘7.’5 +00801 |
11, SIN COmRNR « 09711 _ #0312 32190 |
12, SLOPE y 68400 2,64880 1,90540
13, SLOPE 2 92499 %,08280 3,12090 o
i1s, SLOPE y3 95058 _ 3,887%0  2,930%0
.18, EXP DOIF §5009700 794,81000 103.84000
16, WICK GINI +01319 ' .N0826 +01086
17, nEAN %9,98000 5% ,59200 %0,36500
18, STO OEv y 33,53300 24,02100 17,229%00
19, ELAST'w s 003227 +13569 .09761
20, ELAST w2 004638 *20938 v16029 @
21,  ELAST y3 008763 019914 «1505%
Variable descriptions;
. : . . ! B ) .
1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table VI-5 (Fiorida, 1972). B
b. Pupils (weighted): Weighted FTE
2. Revenues: See Table VI-5  (Florida, 1972).. |
" 3. Wealth: See Table yr.5  (Florida, 1972). [ o
4. Districts: See Table VI-5 (Florida, 1972). ‘ -
®



I

STATE =« FL,

YEAR == 1975
- DISTRICT TYPE == 1

. MEASURES OF MEAN«
N ' EQUALITY« AND
~ FISCAL NEUTRALITY

® 1, MEAN ExP
2, RrANsE
8, FED R R
s, REL MN DEV
o 7. VAR
@, COEF VAR
10, SINI |
11, SIN COrR
- 12, SLOPE W
® 13, sSLOPE 2
18, SLOPE 3
~ 15, EXP OIr
1’. WICK GINI
17, MEAN 4
- 18, s8v0 DEy w
o 18, ELAST y
T po, ELAST w2
- 21 ELAST w3,
e VarigbIe descriptions:

~  See fabIé 91-5

\/ .
TABLE

VI-7 o
[ 23

N°MBES OF DISTRICTS == 67

L

N"MBER OF PUPILS e 1416506

NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

NIT “AF

ANALYSTIS

,oxsrach

T795,83000
538,57000

+ 62230
1231

e 872%6
31167,00000
«15461
+«1630n

J" ® o."“

’3-1.1.3.13
2.53720
1075“60
2,1618¢

141 ,6%000

0005“6

69.10%00

30,464300
01535“
«10618
¢13082

(Florida, 1972).

UNWEIGHTED
PUPIL

1178.90000
- 795,83000
391,87000
+40380
«08991
) 94090
16718,00000
«10968
«11300
« 06046
«5928%
2,42150
2,37%60
2,00930
138,26000
«00690
79,96100
31,638500
¢ 16424
«16113
» 015530

WEISWTED
PUPIL

0.00000
0,00000 .
0,00000

0,00000
0,00000
0,00000

.
0,00000
- 0400000
.
«0000

0.,00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000

- 0,62000

0.,00000
0.00000
.

°




' TABLE VI-8 -
‘ 176 ‘

NUMBES OF OISTRICTS. = gg

STATE == N M

YEAR == 1972
DISTRICT TYPE == 1

NUMBES OF PUPILS == 276155 )
NUMggn OF WEIGNTED PUPILS ==

UNIT aF ANALYSIS

MEASURES OF MEAN.

EQUALITY. aAND . 0ISTRICT uuuexsutea _ WEIGHTEL
‘FISCAL NEUTRALITY : S . . PUPTL - PUP L
..........e,...-......................-..........-..-.......‘.........-...
= 1. "E‘N EXP 777.1900" ‘530‘7000 0.00000 ‘
2. RANGE 1343,90000 . 1343,90000 0.00000
3, RES RANGE 910,0%00n 350,03000 0.00000
- s, FEDR R _ .2,27680 - .T3170 0.00000
o 83, REL NN DEV «23564 .13306 0,00000
, 6. PZRA VAR « 80947 . 89210 0,00000
o . VAR 6523%,00000 16030,00000 0,00000
8, COEF yaR .32863 .193¢9 0,00000
. STD OEv LGS «35800n 21200 0,0%000
S 10, GINI 17372 09628 0,00000
- 11, sIm Conrnr o 40551 29948 0,00030
~ 12, SLOPE y 1,836%0 1,10200 0.00000
~ 13, SLOPE w2 2,.13260 . 63066 0.,00000
: ‘1% SLOPE y3 2.2565n -, 63270 0.00000 @
16, EXP oIp 268,83000 -%6,87200" 0.00000
- 16, WICk GINI 0,00000 - 0,00000 0,00000
' 17, MEAN W . 68,31800 46,36000 0,00000
, 18, STO DEv W 56,38300n 32,07600 - . 0,00000
s " 19e ELAST 4 016147 «00383 0,00000
20, FELAST 42 18746 04530 0.00000 @
21, ELAST 43 019834 -, 04487 0.00000
Variable descriptions: ’ B .
o

1. Pupiis (unweighted): Average Daily Membership (ADM).

.2 Revenues: Local and state revenue plus Federal impact aid (PL 874 revenue)
Te-s cap1tal expenditures.

3. Wealth: Equalized assessed value.
Districts: sAll.




STATE == N A

® -
YEAR == 1973
p1sTRICYF TYPE ==L
() .
’ MEASURES OF MEAN.
ol 7 EQUALITYs aNp
FISCAL NEUTRALITY
¢ g 1+ MEAN Exp
2, RANGE
- 3, RES RANGE -
8, FED R R
s, REL MN OEV
= e PERM VAR
. Ig. V‘R C
" L N cOEFr yaR
- - 8, S8T0 DEV LGS
10, GINI
11, SIM CORR
- 12, SLOPE

® .- 13, SLOPE y2
18, SLOPE W3

-~ 18, EXP OIF
16, MWICK GINI -
: 17, nfAN
- 18, STO OEv y
@ 19, ELAST w
26 CELAST ue
- 21, eLAST 3
‘r . Variable descriptions:

~ ’ ‘ 5

TABLE VI-9

NMBER OF DISTRICTS == 88
NUMBE: F PUPILS == 273063

* NUMBFR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

L UNTT

See Table vyi-8  (New Mexico. 1?73), .

oISTRICT

" 894+99000

353%,30000
1139,70000

2,62%8¢
029388

" +00264.
172570,00000 °

981N
«80700
o21547
o 23684
~1,63230

- 1,88660 -
2¥2.39000"

0.00C00

76,21200
6%.5T40p

°14a7q
«15%44

,15019:.

]

n F ANALYSIS

-UNWEIGHTED
PUPIL

..--q--'—-.---.-..----'-6--.--..--d----------------.-n-----@y---------o-.----

. #359.0p000
- 3534,30000
 350,26000
° 66100
«19380

* « 86437

2

- 32856,00000 .
‘27292 -

+31600
12999
019714
097787

o, #3848

- .1.3’250
«109,73000

.00621 .
“851,%6800

36,26300

«07607 .

«e03411
..10632

WEIGHTED
PUPIL

0,00000
0,00009

0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.,00000
0.90000
0,08000
0,00000

0,00000
0,00009
0,000V
0,06000

0,00009
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000




TABLE VI-10 178
STATE == N M : NUMBER OF DISTRICTS == 88
= YEAR == le7é NUMBER OF PUPILS == 273743 @
DISTRICT TYPE == 1 NUMBFR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

UNIT OF ANALYSTIS

MEASURES OF MEAN

EQUALITYs 4Np DISTRICT - UNWEIGHTED WEIGWTE
- FISCAL NEUTRALITY . | PUPIL . PUPIL
- te MEAN ExP 948.,27000 713.64000 0.00000
2, RANSE ‘ 2486,90000 2086,90000 0,00000 @
. 3, RES RANGE 1192,70000 847,8%000 . 0,00000
- %, FEO R R : 2,82%3 _ 1,04860 0,00000 .
' s, REL MN DEV - «32019 19548 ‘ 0.00000
6. PERM VAR o 74878 - 088143 0.,00000
- 7. vAR 176860,00000 %0638,00000 _ 0.00000
8, COEF yar ‘ 48299 . 20288 0.00000 ©
9, S8TO DEv LGS 1,00800 53000 0.00000
- -~ 10s GINI " 023399 013418 0.00000
11. SIM CORR ' 33217 .. 36311 - 0,00000
12, sSLOPE y 1,7878¢" . 1,56600- - . 0e.00000
. 13, SLOPE w2 = 1,8816n - L 298939 0.,00000
. 18e SLOPE u3 - 1,8609n 845701 0.00000 @
15, ExP ole 293,80000 38,03%00 : 0.00000
- 16, MICk GINI - 0,00000 ~ . 0,00000 0.00000
17, MEAN W 86,9570n $7.30%00 0,00000
18, STO DEv W : 79,.85200 46, 788q0 0.,00800
~ 19, ELAST y : «1602¢ 12976 0,00000
20, ELAST w2 o17288 07626 0.,00000 o
21, ELAST 43 . 17068 - 03670 0.00000
- Yariable descriptions:
See Table VI-8 (New Mexico, 1973). P
®
- 217 o




STATE == N M
YEAR == 1975
DISTRICT TYPE == 1

MEASURES OF MEAN.

TABLE VI-T

WNITS¥

179

N MBER OF DISTRICTS =-- 88

NUMBER OF PUPILS ==

265374

NIMBFR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

OF

ANALYSIS

cQUALITY. AND pISTRICT
FISCAL NEUTRALITY
1. MEAN ExP 1036,40000
2, RANGE 2331,50000
3, REg RANGE 1695,80000
4, FED R R $,29570
s. REL MN DEV «33098
6, rtRn VAR \ o TO4TH
7, vAR 214720,00000
‘l.,,EDEF VaR J8T12
9, STO OEv LSS 094400
10, GINI 24319
11, SIm Comrr +26080
12, SLOPE W 1,34840
13, SLOPE w2 1,77530
1% SLOPE W3 2.01240
15, EXP OIF 386,19000
16, . WICk G1INI 0,00000
17, MEAN W 94,61400
18, S8TO DEv W s! 62400
19, CELAST y e12310
20, ELAST 42 016207
21, ELAST 43 -10371

Variable descriptions:
See Table VI-8

* (New Mexico, 1973).

UNWEIGHTED

PUPIL

7.50“4000
2231,50000 '

590,41000
1,29710
17193
o T2473

‘7“54 00000
.27735v

+352600
«13313
22432
«91919
002’05
v.96580
 «102,69000
0,00000
64,11600
53,16900
«07503
+00237
e,07884

L4

WEIGHTED

PUPIL

0,00000
0.,00000
0,00000
0.,00000
0,00000
0.,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000 -
0,00000
0000000
0,00000
0.,00000
0.,20000
0,00000
0.,00000
'0,00000
0.,00000
0.,00000
'0,00000
0,00000




TABLE VI-12 180
STATE == TEXAS _NTMBER OF OISTRICTS == 1090 .
YEAR == 197% ~NIMBER OF PUPILS -- 2531541 |
DISTRICT TYPE o= 1 NMBER OF WEIGNTED PUPILS -~
UNISF aF ANALYSIS ®
MEASURES OF MEAN | '
, . :'U‘LI%Y. AND ) pISTRIcT UNMEISNTED U:IGHTE:Y
- : FISCAL NEUTRALITY PUPIL PUPIL
---.........-..-.-..............-.;.----..O.-.-.-.--....-.-.--.-..--..--.{
- ' @
1, MEAN ExpP 1078.,10000 875.,49000 0.00000
2, nrAnse 33390,00000 333%90,00000 0,00000
3, REs RANGE 1582,800nn 789,2%000 0.00000
s, FED R R  3,7354q T 1,66980 0,00000
'8, REL AN DEV 39818 02781 .0,00000
7, AR 1311000,00000 77252,00000 0.00000
8, COEF vaR 1,06210 31787 0,00000
9. S8TO DEV LGS *99400 e H9400 0.00000
10, GINI 029962 «16238 - .0,00000
11, sinm Conrnr «60828> <3616 0,00000
12, SLOPE 85308 1.,264360 0.00000
- 13, sLort y2 1,2122¢ 1,437%0 0.00000 ©
1%, SLOPE 3 L4691 1,70360 0.00000
18, €xP DIs 862,43000n 347,21000 0.00000
16 HICK GINI « 00294 «0263% 0.00000
17, meAN W - 273,08000 93,81%00 0.00000
18, STD DEv y 916,8200n 101,89000 0.00000
19, ELAST y 021766 13269 0,00000 @
20, ELAST w2 «30930n 18338 0000000
21, ELAST 43 012970 «10177 0.00000
Variabie descriptions: | .
1. Pupil (unweighted): Average Daily Attendance (ADA).
2. Revenues: Local and state revenues less capital expenditures.
3. Wealth: Governor's Office equalized value in 1975 per 1975-76 ADA. ®
4. Districts: All. -
®
215 ‘
o



o ' 181
_ TABLE VI-13
STATE == TEXAS NMBES OF DISTRICTS == 1090
® YEAR == 1975 ' NUMBEs OF PUPILS =- 2536472

- DISTRICT TYPE == 1 |  NUMBE® OF WEIGMTED PUPILS ==

UNTI ¥ 0oF ANALY SIS

MEASURES OF MEAN.

UNWEIGHTED WEIGHWTED

221

. EGUALITYe aND DISTRICY
 FISCAL NEUTRALITY PUPIL - PUPIL
@ 1¢ MEAN ExP 1336,00000 1n045,30000 0.,00000
2, nRrANge * 68691,00000 68¢91,00000 0.,00000
- 3, REg RANGE 17%1,4000n 878,16000 0,00000
| 4, FED R R 2,80280 1,50840 0.00000
8. REL MN DEV «37917 «19070 0,00000
- 6, PERM VAR e 77749 « 78872 0,00000
® 7. VAR 4653700,00000 98n72,00000 0,00000.
- 8, COEF VaR » 1,6148n «29961 0,00000
- 9, STO DEv LSS 79800 +55300 0,00000
10, GINI 27734 014784 0,00000
11, sIm Corr . e66348 45488 0,00000
- 12, SLOPE v 1,5613p 1,42330 0,00000
v 14, SLOPE 3 A .S5Tuse 1,87810 0,00000
- 19, EXP DIFf 1038,00000 - 37%,23000 0,00000
16, HWICK GINI 000127 «02505 0,00000
, 17, mEAN W - 275,08000 - .93,82700 0,00000
- 18, STD DEv W 916,82000 99,.61300 0.,00000
‘ 19, ELAST W ' 32147 012753 0.,00000
® 20, eELAST 42 ,1918a L13344 0,00000
-1 21, ElAst 3 .11829 +16804 0,00000
® \\ Variable descriptions:
- See Table VI-12-  (Texas, 1974).
|
=
® |
|
1
\\‘
® |
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TABLE VI-14
STATE - FLORIDA* |
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL | |

,®

Measure of Equality Change from 1972 to 1975 Change from 1973 to 1975
and Wealth Neutrality UNWEIGHTED ~ UNWEIGHTED
- bisticr  Pwen | DISTRICT . Pupnl
A. EQUALITY ] | e
1. Range * MORE Equal MORE Equal .| MORE Equal | MORE Equal
2. Rastricted Range LESS " LESS " | MORE * MORE "
3. Federal Pangefatio | LSS * | moE * | MR wre - *
4. Relative Mean Deviation LESS * MORE MORE MORE "
5. Permissible Variance - | MORE * MORE " MORE  * MORE  *
6. Vartance Less * | -tess " | MoRE " MRE "
7. Cosfficient of Varfation | MORE * | MORE * | MORE * | MORE *
Rl Lo“;{ﬂ&,‘:.l““". | more « | more v MORE " MORE "
9. Gini Coefficient Less " | moRe " MORE " | MoRE h
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY : - L
1. Simple Correlation . | LESS With Neut | MORE With Neut| LESS With Neut| LESS With Ne
2. Slope - W MORE * " MR * * Less " * |MoRE " *
3. Slope - W, W 1: MRE * " |MoRE " » | iess '+ * [mme * °
4. Slope - W, W2, W? tess * * |mRe * * |ess * o+ |mme v
5. Expenditure Difference LESS * “ [MRE * " | LESS * " |MRE " "
6. Hickrod Gini LEss * " | | | moRe * v [moRe .
7. Elasticity -W tess * " {mme * * |iess v » |iess v °
8. Elasticity W, ¥ | LESS * * [mRe * * | iess * * |mRe *
9. Elasticity - W, w,w | Less ¢ |mre * * |uess ¢ " |moRE * "

, *c§p1tal expenditures deducted from state and local revenues.

221
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TABLE VI-15
. STATE - NEW MEXICO*
| UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL
: Changes from:
® Measure of Equality T
and Wealth Neutrality X ‘ . ‘ »
P 1972 to 1975 1973 to 1975 1974 to 1975
A. EQUALITY - | |
® 1. Range LESS Equal - MORE " * MORE Equal
2. Restricted fange CLESS " LESS * LESS "
| 3. Federal Range Ratlo | LESS ' LESS " LESS *
® 4. Relative Mean Deviation - LESS " LESS " | LESS "
5. Permissible Variance LESS *  LESS " ‘ LESS ".
" 6. Variance ‘ Less LESS " LESs
® 7. Coefficient of Variation | LESS * MORE " | LESS "
s LESs * | Less MORE "
. 9. &ind Coefficient | ess v . - LEss " . T
B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY |
1. Simple Correlation MORE W1th Neut LESS W1th Neut MORE W1th Neut
® 2. Slope - W S MORE " " MRE " " | MORE " "
" 3. Slope - W, We MORE " ' MORE woom MORE. w,om
4. Slope - W, W2, w3 ' MORE " LESS " " LESS * "
@ 5. Expenditure Difference Less tess " * | Less "
6. Hickrod Gint o | | |
7. Elasticity - W -~  MORE " MORE " * | MORE " "
® 8. Elasticity -¥, W MORE M LESS " " MRE " "
‘9. Elasticity - W, w2, w3 | mRE " Less " " LEss "

*Capij:al expendi tures Qedui:teq from state and local revenues..
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‘TABLE VI-16
STATE - NEW MEXICO*
"UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL

.DISTRICT TYPE - ALL

_ . Changes from: '

Measure of Equal 4 o I ®

and Mealth Reutrsl iy 1972 to 1975 1973 to 1975 1974 t0 1975 -

A. EQUALITY ‘. o | -
1. R.ange o |  LESS Equal - MORE Equal | MORE Equal ‘
2. Restricted Fange . LESS * LESS " LESS " \
3. Federal Range Ratio | . LESS * LESS " | s
4. Ralative Mean Deviation | | LESS " MORE " MORE " »
5. Permissible Variance Less " . LESS " LESS *

6. Var'lance. ' LESS. " N LESS " - LESS "
7. @eff'lc'lent_ of Variation LEss " LESs " . : MORE " -
il apeieliaid Cless ¢ LEss * MORE *

9. Gin Coefficient LESS * LEss " | more
B. - WEALTH NEUTRALITY _, | | |
1. Simple Correlation MORE With Neut LESS With Neut MORE With Neut
2. Slope - W | MRE * * WRE * " CMRE v 1
3. Slope - W, Woww - MORE * " WRE %t |mRe v o
‘4. Slope - W, W2, W LESS * " | MORE " .* LEss * \
_5. Expenditure mfference** Less * " U MRE LEss * *
6. Hickrod Gini L R . ®
7. Elasticity - W MORE " * MORE = " * | more *

8. Elasticify -W, W2 * MRE * " , HORE L MORE " " "
9. Elasticity - W, W2, W | LESS * * MRE * * | tmss o« @
*Capital expend*ltufes déducted ‘from state and local revenues. ;

**Negative wealth neutrality measures evaluated as positive values;

i.e. mre negative is not more wealth neutral. |
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TABLE VI-17
o STATE - TEXAS* |
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - - DISTRICT, UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL |
o ‘Measure of Equality - . Change from 1974 t601975 ,
- nd Mealth Neutrality _bisRicT ' UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
A, EQUALITY |
® l.l Range . o LESS Equal 4 LESS Equal
2. Restricted Range ~ LEss " . LESs ¥
3. Federal .Range Ratio MORE " MORE "
® 4. Relative Mean Deviation 'MORE " COMORE
5. Pehn1ss1ble'Var1ancg ' MORE |  MORE - ’
6. Varfance LESS LESs "
® 7. Coefficient of Vardation |  LESS * MORE "
8. Standard Deviation o - ‘
of Logarithms L MORE ‘“ | LESS "
o 9. Gini Coeffictent | MORE 1 MORE
©B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY R S
1. Simple Correlation MORE With Neut | 'MORE W1th Neut
@ 2. Slope -W - - Less * " LEss " "
3. Slope - W, W& COMRE Y v LESS " .
8. Slope - W, W2, W3 . LEss ¢ ‘ CLEss v+
® ' 5. Expend1tﬁrc foference LESS " " | | LEss " "
6. Hickrod Gint N MORE " " ore v v
1. Elast1cfty - W LESS * " : CMORE "
@ 8. Elasticity -W, W | wre v o MORE " K
9. Elasticity - W, W2, W3 MORE " * MORE "

*Cab1tal expenditures deducted from state and.local revenues.
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For the unweighted pupil unit of anlaysis 26 of the 54 or 48% o_f the equality
variables in the six intertemporal comparisons are reversed for one revenue

variable compired to the cther. The d‘1str1'but'lon of the differences between

‘the measures among the six 1ntertemporal comparisons are shown in-Table VI-IB

There are also w'ldespreed differences for the wealth neutrality measures.
Since the Hickrod Gini s not cmputed in all instances, there are somewhat

Tess than 54 comper'lsons for each unit of anaiys'is For the district. unit of

._analys'ls. the conclusions for the wealth neutrality measures are reversed in

20 of the 51 or 39% of the cases and for the unweighted pupﬂ unit of amalysis

the conch:s'lons are different in 14 of 49 or 29% of the cases. Again, the °
d1str1but1on of the d1fferences among the six 1nterte|nporal cmpar'lsons\me\
displayed in Table VI-18. '
Capital expenditures are, by their neture. qu'lte lmpy and bound to
differ cons'lderably across districts, so that in some ways, this is not the most
appropriate senstt'lvity analysis for the revenue variable. Nevertheless, the

extent of the reversels are such that we could conjecture that the inclusion of -

- categoricals or Federal revenues could .iake a.difference when a state is being

evalheted over time. Obviously, '1 t has been shown that particular attention

should be paid to the treatment of cepitel expenditures. , .
For New Jersey, the alternative revenue variable is different from the

one 'used for Florida, New Mexico, and Texas. in the previous enelyses in this

report. the revenue variable for New Jersey was local and state revenues

exclud'lng revenues for debt service and capital. In this pert. local and state -

revenues including revenues for debt service and capital are analyzed in New
Jersey over time and the results for this alternative revenue variable are

compared with the results for the ‘Tocal and state revenues excluding reveﬁues
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Equality Measures.

District Unit of
Analysis

Unwt Pupil Unit
of Analysis

Wealth Neutrality

Measures

District Unif of
Analysis

Unwt Pupil Unit
qf Analysis
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TABLE,,V}_',']Q,,,,,,,, o - - o I
'NUMBER OF EQUALITY AND WEALTH NEUTRALITY MEASURES .

THAT ARE DIFFERENT, OVERTIME,
FOR ALTERNATIVE REVENUE VARIABLES

Florida Florida M NM N Texas

72t075 73t075 12to75 73to 7574 to 75 74 to 75  TOTAL

2

" 4/9 9 9 69 19 29  21/54
6/9 49  5/9 69 49  1/9 26454
5/9  6/9 0/8 48 38 2/9 20/51 -
1/8 3/8 0/8 - 5/8  3/8 2/9 14749
¥
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_for debt service and-capital, that were analyzed earlier in the report. The

equality anq_weIIth neutrality for 1974-75, 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78 with
local and state revenues including revenues for debt serije,and capital as thé
dependent variable are presented in Tables Vlrls'through.VI-ZZ.‘ The intertem-
poral comparisons fbr these data 5re'dtsp1|yed in TabIes VI-23 and VI-24, for
the district and unweighted pdp11 units of anaiysis. respectively!’ |

Since the differences between the two revenue variables are less drlstic
than. for Florida, New Mexico, and Tbxas. fewer differences, or reversed measures,
in the three intertemporal comparisons might be expected,¥hen the results in
Tables VI-23 lnd_VI-24 are compared to those in Tables IV-24 and IV-25 fewer
reversed conclusions do occur. For the 27 equality measures In the three
1n£ertempor;1 comp|r1sohs where the district is the unit of analysis oﬁIy 2
of the 27 or 7% of the cases are réverse#; for the unue1ghted'pﬁb11 unit of
analysis there are d1fferent conclusions in 4 of the 27 or 15% of the cases.
These figures are somewhat Tower than for the three states examined elr11er.

- For thé uéaIth neutra11ty sasures therg are differences between the
conclus1dns when revenues for debt service and capital are inz:iuded and echuded?
in 2 of the 27 or 7% of the cases for the district as the unit of anaiysis and
in 8 of the 25 or 32% of the cases when the vnwéighted pupil is the unit of
amalysis. These figures are still generiI]y Tower than was observed for Florida,
New Mexico, and Texas but these Jre some differences nonetheless.3

The ana1ysis in this part has denonstruted quite clearly that attention
must be paid to the dependent variable 1n equ1t; an|1ysis The conc1us1ons 1n
2 state over time can change for the cquaIity and wealth neutrality measures

exam1ned 1n this report uhcn d1fferent revenue variables qre ut111zed. Although

3Recall that capitaI expenditures will probably be more lumpy than local.
and state revenues for debt service and capital. :
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TABLE VI-19

TEYATE == N g NUMBE2 OF. GISTRICTS == g7g

YEAR == 1974 NUMBE® OF PUPILS ~= 1449180

; DISTRICT TYPE == 1 NUHHEQ OF WEIGHTED PUPILS -;]762596.5

UNTT OF ANALYSTIS

MEASURES OF MEAN,

EQUALITY, AND ‘ DISTRICY UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED .

FISCAL NEUTRALITY ‘ PUPIL ' PUPIL
1, MEAN EXP 1%10,90000 1497,70000 1231,%0000
- 2. RANGE 4340,80000 4340,80000 3617,30000
3, RES RANGE 1136.10000 - 927.08000 . 901,30000.
he FED R R 1.131440 0635*0 oo ‘1407840
5, REL MN Dev «184T2 015550 - «18211
6+ PERM VAR ' 84696 « 26300 oA6735
Te VAR 151890,00000 91%79,00000 79868,00000
8, COEF VAR 025794 020184 022949
9. STD DEV LGS « 29580 * 21580 45570
10, GINI »13500 . +11000 «12700
11, SIM CORR +«3904%0 0“2“10' +60870
12, SLOpE W 2.30110 3,82050 - 5,66340 .
13, SLOPE W2 4.51900 490790 7.356%0
14, SLOPE W3 496960 4,99840 7.656%0
18, Exp DIF 657.21000 %35,49000 465,07000

16, HICK GINT «07500 0,00000 009100
17, MEAN W 76.60%00 60.47000 49,72200
18, STD DEV y 66+12300 33,56000 30,37300

19, ELAST W 011667 15428 © 422006
20, ELAST W2 022912 *1981¢ 29702
21, ELAST W3 025196 020181 +30912

Variable descr{pt1ons:

1. a. Pupils (urweighted): The number of children who reside in the school district
and we enrolled on September 30 in public schools efther in their own district
or in a district to which the school board pays tuition. This count does
not include ctudents sent to county vocational schools.

| b. Pupils (weighted): The sum of unweighted pupils plus .75 for each AFDC student. .
2. Revenues:' Sum of locally-raised revenues for operating expenditures and state aid
for operating expenditures. Locally-raised revenues for capital and debt
expemﬂ tures are included. :
3. Wealth: Annual Equalized Property Valuation. N
4, Districts: _Includes all districts with resident pu i1s but excludes coun
vocat?onal schoo distr1cts.‘countﬁ special serv1ges district, and threzyschool

-districts with extraordinarily high property wealth and negligib
counts (Teterboro Boro, Rockleigh, and Stone Harbor Boro).g‘ gible student
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‘ TABLE v1 20 » - 190
-~ STATE == N J ’ : MUMBE?: OF DISTRICTS = 575
YEAR == 1978 | WUMSEY OF PUPILS == 1433045 »
“ " pISTRICT TYPE == 1 NUMBE® OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =« 1509071
| | . uUNtT O9F ANALYSTIS o
o o . ---------..'--.----..--_------‘-f- .
- MEASURES OF MEAM . . S
:gquxTv. aND  DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED ~ WEIGHTED
' FISclL NrUTRALITY . PUPIL . PUPIL *
1. MEAN EXP 1515.7oooo 1613,20000  1531,90000
~ 2, RANGE - 2860,%0000 2%60,40000 2681,20000 o
3, RES RANGE 1047.00000 1202.00000 107%,70000
“, FEDR R S 1,09720 .90871 " 1,01570
~ S, REL MN Dgv 017691 , «15219 , «18713
6. PERM VAR 88650 o 86782 . 286725
: Te VAR ‘ 106490,00000 140%20,00000 - 101720,00000
-~ 8, COEF VAR 020245 - +23237 .20819 @
9, STD DEV L6S 023.20 - +18T10 - 20320
10, GINI 12600 . +10900 012200
- 11 SIM CORR 38839 o 88079 88360
12, SLOpE W , . 1.,71%00 - 3,79690 ' . %,19130
13 SLOPE W2 3.,97350 5.08600 . 8462630
~ 14, SLOPE w3  4,750%0 5,19520 5.80730, o
18, EXP DIF 723.39000 294,32000 427.45000
16, HICK GINY .06700 .05890 .06600
~ 17.  MEAN W 8%5.90000 © 6608300 63.48500
. 18, sT0 DEV y 76,13900 37,97000 ° 36,80100
19, ELAST W 009118 015738 «17370
- 20, ELAST W2 021129 © o J2107T .23317 °
21, ELAST W3 T ,28256 . 0213530 - 024067
Variable descr1gt10n | ; ) }
1. a. Pupils (unweighted) See Table VI-19 - (New Jersey, 1974) ‘ L
>~ b. Pupils (weighted): Unweighted pupils plus weighted pupils as per weightings X
: 2 from Sec. IOA 7A-20 of the Public School ‘
- ,_ Education Act of 1975 . ‘ ‘ -
2. Revenues: See Table VI-19  (New Jersey, 1974). S )
- 3.  Wealth: See Table VI-19 (New Jersay, 1374). ~ - | L
5 4. Districts: See Table VI-19 (New Jersdy, 1974). L |
®
|
\
|
|




TABLE VI-21 - a BT

STATE == N g | NUMBZ?. OF DISTRICTS == 576
YEAR == 1974 .  NUMBER OF PUPILS == 1401146 -
DISTRICTY TYPE == 1 ) : nUMBER OF UEIGHT}ZD PUPILS...". 1492660 v

unt?T " F ANALYSTIS

' MEASURES OF MEAN,

EQUALITY, AND ~ DISTRICT . UNWEIGHTED - . WEIGHTED
FISCAL NpUTRALITY o T - PUPIL , PUPIL

.-------.-Q.-"---.----------.....------.-...-.-.......’?....---.-..-......
1. MEAN EXP 1797.60000 0 17%52,%0000° 1645,10000

2. RANGE 3 . %0%0,80000 . 5n%0,80000 50%52,20000.
3, RES RANGg 1158.10000 "~ 1120,60000 1074,00000

4, FED R R , «90340 ' 090798 091224

s, REL MN Dgv 016322 14587y . «15566
6. PERM VAR « 88808 - 086922 . 87062

7. VAR 162990,00000 "106690,00000 °  102930.20000
8« COEF VAR ‘ ° 22459 018638 : 019502 ]
9, STD.DEV L 6S , «13180 . 10110 17870
10, GINI = : ¢11600 . «10200- «10800
11,5 SIM CORR 31470 - 50920 54610
12, SLOPE W 1.,42120 3.93950 . 4,38190
13, SLOPE W2 . 3,29210 5.3569%0 S,A7810
14, SLOPE W3 3.96170 5.64090 . 6e.22810
15, ExpP DIF 708,24000 876.34000 : 503,75000
16, HICK GINT : 0085600 - «06400 «07200
17, MEAN W . 94,93100 72.68600 | 68,23000

- 18, STD DEV y 89,38%500 ' 42.22200 40.%%200

19, ELAST W 3 «07505% _ 016339 . 017966
20, ELAST W2 o 017386 22218 024379

21, ELAST W3 . | 20922 - 023396 . - .25831

Variable descriptions:

" 1. a. " Pupils (unweighted): ’See Table VI-19  (New Jersey, 1974). ‘
b.* Pupils (weighted): See Tab1g\'“VI-20 (New' Jersey, ‘T975).
2. .Revenues: " See Table VI-19  (New Jersey, 1974).
3. Wealth: See Table VI-19  (New Jersey, 1974). o

t

4. Districts: See Table VI-19 (New Jersey, 1374).

LY
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STATE =« N
YEAR == 1977
DISTRIcT TYPE == 1

~ Variable descriptions:

1_-

2. Revenues: Sée Table VI-19
3. Wealth: . See Table VI-19
4.

TABLE ‘VI-ZZ

192

'NUMBE? OF DISTRICTS == 575
NUMBE? OF PUPILS ==1359189
NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS «o

(New Jersey, 1974). -
(New Jersey, 1974).

Districts: See Table VI-19 (New Jersey, 1974).

018467

Pupils (unweighted): See Tatle VI-19 (New Jersey, 1974).

UntgT 9F ANALYSTIS ,
MEASURES OF . MEAM, : |
EQUALITY, AND NPISTRICT UNWEISKTED WEIGHTED
FIScAL NpUTRALITY PUPIL PUPIL -
1, MEAN EXP 1974,20000 1914,40000 0,00000
2., RANGE 6084 ,40000 5n84,40000 0,00000
3, RES RANGe 1285%,90000 1179,70000 0,00000
4, FEDRR , 092744 - «84380 0,00000
" %, REL MN DfV «15987 , 014914 0,00000 -
6, PERM VAR 86184 : «86758 1 0,00000
7. VAR 204520,00000 147n10,00000 0,00000
8, COEF VAR 022908 «20028 0,00000
9, STD DEV L 6S " ¢17690 «15860 0.,00000
11, SIM CORR «37230 47710 0000000
13 SLOPE W2 4.00£30 , '~ 480810 0,00000
18, SLOPE w3 4,56020 ) 4,46010 . 0,00000
1s, EXP OIF 891.94000 872036000 0,00000
16, HICK GINY 06200 06100 0,00000
17« MEAN W 10451000 79.26609 000000
18, sth DEv y 97,.,79700 47.,14800 0,00000
19, ELAST W 009113 016064 0,00000
20, ELAST w2 21209 «19908 0,00000
21, ELAST W3 20141 0,00000




TABLE VI-23
STATE - NEW JERSEY*
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - DISTRICT

DISTRICT TYPE - ALL

® Measure of Equality
~ and Wealth Neutrality ,

1974 to 1977

Changes from:

1975 to 1977

193

1976 to 1977

A, EQUALITY

e .

P N O ! oW N
[ ] [ ] [ ] ) [ ]

v

Rahge:

Restricted Range
Federal Rhnge Ratio
‘Relative Mean Deviation

. Permissible Variance -

Var1ance’:,

Coefficient of Var1at1on

.. Standard Deviation
" of Logarithms

Gini Coefficient

WEALTH NEUTRALITY

. Simple Correlation
. Slope - W

Slope - W, W2 -

Slope - W, W2, W3
Expenditure Difference .
Hickrod Gini |
Elasticity - W
Elasticity -W, W2
Elasticity - W, W2, W3

LESS Equal
LESS *
MORE *
MORE "

'MORE "

LESS "
MORE ™

MORE "
MORE "

" MORE W1th Neut

Mo RE " n
MORE n n

mRE L] ‘ l,

LESS " *
MORE " "
MORE " "
MORE " "
MORE " "

LESS Equal
LESS "
MORE "
MORE

~ MORE "
LESS "
LESS *

MORE "
MORE "

LESS With Neut
LESS " "
| LESS. noon

MORE " "

LESS " "
MORE " "
MORE " "
LESS "
MORE

" LESS Equal

LESS "
LESS "

| MORE
© MORE _*

LESS "

 LESS . "

LESS "
'MORE "

LESS With Neut
LESS " M-

LESS *
LESS *
LESS v
LESS "
LESS *
LESs *

"LESS "

*.ocally raised revenues for debt service and capital included in revenues.

i
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Measure of Equality
and Wealth Neutrality

TABLE VI-24
STATE - NEW JERSEY*
UNIT OF ANALYSIS - UNWEIGHTED PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE - ALL

Changes from:

1976. to 1977 °

1974 to 1977 1975 to 1977

A. EQUALITY | |

1. Range LESS Equal LESS Equal LESS Equal

" 2. Rastricted Range LESS MORE Less
3. Federal Range Ratic LESS " MORE * MORE ‘ "

4. Relative Mean Deviation LESS LESs * MORE *

5. Permissible Variance MORE MORE * LESS *

6. Varfance LESS * LEss " LESS "

7. Coefficient of Varfation |  MORE * - MORE  * LESS *

R il woRE MORE " ess
9. Gini Coefficient MORE ™.  MORE " LESS

B. WEALTH NEUTRALITY
1. Simple Correlation * LESS With Neut LESS With Neut MORE With Neut
2. Slope - W “ Less * " | LEss * MORE * |
3. Slope - W, W MORE " " MORE woRE ¢
‘. -Slope - W, W2, W3 MRE " " | Mo * = WRE *
5. Expenditure Difference LESS " " LESS * » LESS. * =
6. Hickrod Gini | LESS * MRE " v
7. Elasticity - W LESs " " LESs * MORE * »
8. Elasticity -, W2 LESS * " MORE * * MORE
9. MORE ' " WRE % MRE % »

Elasticity - W, W2, W3

‘.*Locally‘ raised revenues for debt service and capital included in revenuei.
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alternatives such as total revenues or current operating expenditures or

Tocal plus éeﬁeral state aid were not utilized in this sens1t1v1ty analysis,
the resuits do tend to indicate that the conclusions drawn from an analysis
of equality or wealth neutrality of a state over time is h1ghly.dependént on
the part1cular dependent variable utilized.

C. New York City - Separate Analyses of B1g Cities

The analysis of school finance 1n general, and educational equity 1n
particular, 1in certain states inay be more difficult due 'to the existent of
one or two large cities that contain a sigiificant portion of the‘pup1ls in a
state. Large‘c1t1es caﬁ pose part1cular'problems for several reasons. |

F1rst. educational needs and production may be so different in large
cities that the educational process should not be compared w1th the process
in the rest of the state. Second, certain large c1t1es may be f1nanced e1ther~
\1mpl1c1tly or explicitly "out of fonnula“ due to educat1ona1 d1fferences or
pol1t1cal ‘demands. ‘

Th1rd. since many analyses of school f1nance utilize d1str1ct Tevel data.
neither the district nor. pupil units of analys1s are ent1rely sat1sfactory when
one or two large c1t1es comprise a significant part of the state. If
district level of analys1s is utilized, the big city “counts" the same as all
other districts in the state and this is not representat1ve or reality. If
the pupil unit of anlaysis is employe§‘1t appears as though the state has a
iarge number of pupils at the spending level of the city and the "mixture” of
the big city and the rest of the state, 1in the data sense, may produce statistical
:faverag1ng that 1s not~appr6pr1ate. |
One wty out of this dilemma 1s to analyze the data for a state with and

-without the big cities, a pféct1certhat is common among school f1nance researchers.

224




. effects of exclud1ng lerge cities from an assessment of equel1ty end wealth

196

Through this orocedure the equity in the state can be compared to the equity
in the state without the big c1ty in order to more accurately present the
situation in the state. Ideelly this analysis should be supplemented with
enelyses that probe within the city's borders, many of the larger cities serve
more pup1ls than many of the sneller states.

As an exanple. data have been presented for New York Stlte with and with-
out New York City and the equality and wealth neutral1ty data for New York State
without New York City are presented in Table VI-25. This cen be compared with
New York State (with New York City) which is presented in Appendix B, Table B-64.
It is only nean1ngful to compere the pup1l.un1ts of analysis since differences
would not be expected with the district unit of analysis. - ®
_ In th1s pert1tular case the changes are not very drtmet1c;.Fbr the most
part, New York Stete appears tu be spmeuhat more equal when New York City is
1ncluded in the unweighted and ue1ghted pupil units of analysis. For wealth
| neutrality, it is not clearcut whether New York is more wealth neutral with or
without New York. City 1in the data base. ’

This enelys1s is not meant to produce any conclus1ons ebout the pert1cular‘

neutral1ty. The results presented here are specific to New York State in 1975.
In fact, in certain states it might be expected that the differences could be
quite dranat1c;_ The intention of th1s-d1scuss1on is to show that certain states
may be though of in two different ways; both including the Targe cities in the
state and excluding them. 'Anelysjs of equal1t§ and weelth neutrel1ty in a state
| may be more sensitive if it is perfonned Loth ways.




-Yariable déscr1pt1qns: " - - *

TBLE  VI-2s g

STATE =« N ¥ WITHOUT NYC » : NUHIBEa QF DISTRICIS == 704

YEAR == 1975 © NUMBER OF PUPILS -- 2129187
DISTRICT TYPE e 1 . NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS == 2226531

UNTIT oF ANALY SIS

MLASURES OF MEAN»

EQUALITY, aND . DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
FISCAL NCUTRALITY . PUPIL PUPIL: .
.-------..---.---.-.---------.-..---p---------------------.--------.“.-.-..
1, MtAN Exp 206%,60000 2099,60000 2007,80000
2, RANGE 7233,90000 ‘ 7233,90000 6922,90000
'3, RES RANGE 2276,50000 1907,80000 1899,80000
% FED R R. 1.56370 1427440 1,31870
- 8¢  RtL AN DEV g 023742 - *20832 °21333
"6, PERM VAR : . +90617 " ,06696 8878
T, VAR . 6%6220,00000 377320,00000 < 337090,00000 -
8, COEF VAR : « 30937 029256 29762
9, STO OEV LGS " +30880 . 027460 26370
100 GINI ' 017100 . .10500 . 01..00
11, Sinm CoRR " 80630 70670 70910
- 12, SLOPE y 4 9,36760 15,38%00 : 15,92000
13, SLOPE w2 14,00100 - 17,877¢0 - 18,03700
18 SLOPE W3 . 15,23300 18,51300 "~ 18.66100
15, E€xXpP 0IF 2111,40000 1163,10000 . = 1134,00000
16, WICK GINy © 214900 - . +11900 ' o12000
17, MEAN W R 60,05000 52,69000 . 50,30700 &
18, STO OEV W . 89%,.,21200 31,40%900 - 30,88300
19, ELAST W L e2T286 ¢ 38609 ' T 230948
20, ELAST 42 : 40723 | ohe863 « 45265

21, ELAST W3- T oWN36N o H6N6H S <%6831

\

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): "The sum of pupils in Average Daily Attindance for grades
1-12 plus 1/2 the pupils in kindergarten. This 1s-a district count. N

b. Pupils (weighted): The total aidable Pupil Units (TAPU) in the state which is
made up of 13 separate categories of students. Weightings are-applied for
special education needs (students scoring low in the State proficiency exam),
full day kindergarten and grades 1-6, grades 7-12, 1/2 day kindergarten,

- summer school, and evening school. Pupils in classes for the severely
handicapped are excluded; students in occupational classes receive only

- their seconqary weight.

2. Revenues: The sum of total local levies, total operating aid paid, transbortat1on and,

reorganization incentive aid, severely handicapped aid (to the Big 5) and

occupational education aid (to.the Big 5).
3. Wealth: Full Value of Taxable Real property for 1974 {as equalized by the State).

4. Districts: Only school distr1ct5'having af least 8 professional staff,br more are
included in the analyses EXCEPT NEW YORK CITY IS EXCLUDED INTENTIONALLY. Corning
hAS'bgen'om1tted because the state data tapes_conta1ned erroneous information.
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_ D | Observ'atims.on Multiple District Types. |

The purpose of these brief comments is to reinforce the point that states
comprised of districts that serve different grade levels, multiple district types,
should be analyzed in such a way that these multiple district types are taken
fnto account. | | |
| There may be a proceudre to actually manipulate the data in a state with -
llultiple district t,ypes in order to sinulate a single district type throughout
the state but this is not a simple procedure and is rarely utilized. However
due ‘to the nature of most equity measures, meaningful analyses might not be ,
produced if the aquali or wealth neutrality meausres are colputed separately
and: then averaged This 13\ so because the equality or waalth neutrality of a
group of districts is not ‘ salne thing as the sum of the equality or uealth
neutrality measures. Furthermore. the exanination of states with mltiple
district types cannot be limited to K-12 (Unit) districts alone since the

. equality or wealth neutrality of a state lnay be significantly influenced by
Secondary or Elementary districts. . ‘ .

When states are being examined over time. the most lnethodological ly ‘sound
procedure appears to be the separate examination of each district type within a
state as was done for California. I111nois, and Hissouri in Sections III and IV
of this report. For interstate camparisons a simple solution is not at hand so
that whatever assumptions are utilized should be clearly spelled out. Given the
culpleﬁity of the problem, sme sensitivity anal,ysis is probably in order.
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NII. Conc1us1ons |

Th1s report’ has covered much ground but it s fair to say that many of
“the quest1ons of equ1ty measurement have not yet been answered. In this

section the conc1us1ons that foIIow most directly from the report itself are

. discussed. f1rst Throughout th1s report, a number of add1t1ona1 questions ?

were raised and th»se are summarized in the second part of this sect1on
Finally, there are a number of issues that are not dealt with in this report

. and these are briefly discussed in the final part of this sect1on.

A. F1nd1ngs of th1s MethodoIogicaI Assessment \

Th1s study has addressed the questions of whether a number of equa11ty
and weaIth neutra11ty measures agree, w1th1n thevrespect1ve groups. when used
to assess one state over time or tokcompare a number of'states at one point
in time. The basic analyses in this study show that for four assessments;
equa11ty in a state‘over time. wea1tn_neutra11ty in a state over time, equality
across states, and weaith neutra11ty'across'states.»there is far from perfect
agreement:among the various measures,and betweenrun1tsvof ana1ysfs; But these
findings result from a focus on'a”part1cu1ar dependent variaoie; independent
variable, pup11,meaSure.'twovun1ts of analysis, and a’spec1f1c set.of equa11ty
and wealth neutrality measures. .?urthenmore.‘the level of comparability for the
variables 1imits the conclusions to measurement methodology and not to
: specific states. First the specific variables and measures that are utilized

are reviewed, then the findings are summarized.
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For the dependent variable, 1ndependent?var1able and‘pupillmeesure. the

¢ def1n1t1ons‘d1seussed here are the preferred.measures. As explained in
Section If.<the breferfed measures are not always ave1lable. The dependent
-V|r1eblevexen1ned in this study 1s a revenue based meesure thetﬁ1neludes ell
Tocal plus state revenues except local and state revenues for debt service

. and capital are excluded. fhe independent variable for the ueaith_neutral1ty
measures is assessed value ef property equalized at the state-wide level.
Averageldaily membership, rather than ettendence. is the preferred pupil
def1n1tion Two units of analysis, the district and the unue1ghted pup1l
are used throughout the entire assessment. Finally, a set of nine equelity
measures and nine wealth neutrality mezsures are used in this study, The

' eqdeljty measures 1hclﬂde fhe following' range, restricted range, Federal
range ret1e. relative meai dev1at1on. perm1ss1ble veriance. variance, coeff1c1ent
of ver'lation. stenderd dev'let'lon of logarithms, and Gini coeff'lc'lent. The ' : o

: wealth neutral1ty meesures exam1ned include a s1mple correlation measure, three

| slope measures based on regressions with different functional forms, three
'el}ast'lcilty measures based on the th&e slopes, the Hickrod Gini, 4eh‘d & measure ®
based on predictions frdm a regression. Finelly. 1t should be reemphasized |
that the study ut1l1zed data from 29 states (see Table I-1) llthough data ,
1nconpareb111t1es reduced the nunber to around 20 stetes in eech of the four [

major assessments carried out.

1. Equality Measures Over Time
There is not unaminous egreenent'when,elirn1ne equality meesufes are used
simul taneously, for either unit of enelysis. to assess whether a state has
‘become more or less equal over time. For either unit of analysis between 14%

and 29% of the intertemporal comparisons show complete agreement for all nine ‘
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measures. Furthermore, the number of intertemporal compar1sons that\show
complete agreement is reduced below these figures if both units of anaI}sjs,
rather than one or the other, are utilized. | \‘\
However. F1gure II 1 dispIayeu a number of properties of the nine . x\{
- equality measures where these properties can be viewed as value judgments |
1mp11c1t1y taken into account by the measures. The analysis in Section III
showed that 1f the set of nine equa11ty measures is reduced to a spec1f1c
subset of three or four by accept1ng certa1n value Judgments and reject1ng
cthers, then agreement among this subset of equa11ty measures occurs in close
‘-to 90% of the 1ntertempora1 comparisons when either unit of ana1ys1s is

utilized. Agreement among the subset of equality measures is around 70% if

the measures are used for both un1ts of anaIys1s simultaneously.
Thus, the basic question whether there is agreement among all the equality

measures over time, 1is answered no with the 1mportant caveat that a subset of
measures can be formed to produce :uhstlht1a1 agreement but this 1nv01ves

-~ accepting certain va1ue judgments. However, there 1s substantial agreement
among the coefficient of variation, standard dev1at1on of 1ogarithms. Gint

coeff1c1ent, and- re1at1ve mean dev1at1on when used over time.

~ 2. Wealth Neutra11ty Measures Over"T1me

The conc1us1ons for the weaIth neutra11ty measures when used to assess
whether a state has become more or 1ess wealth neutral over ‘time rough1y
parallel those for the equa11ty measures. *

If all nine wealth neutrality measures are utilized simultaneously for

either unit of ana1ys1s.'then all wealth neutrality measures”agree in roughly

30% of the 1ntertempora1 comparisons; compIete}agreement for both units of
analysis used simultaneously for all nine measures is less than 20%. But again,

certain value judgments are built into these wealth neutrality measures and
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these were 1llustrated_ in F"lgure 11-2. If specific value Jhddinents are
accepted and others rejected, a subset of wealth neutral'lty measures can be
fomed Spec1f1cally, if the three elasticity measures are used to assess |
the wedlth neutral'lty in a state over time, agreenent among all three
~ medsures using either unit of analysis occurs in between 60% and 70% of the
intertemporal comparisons. | o
The results dictate that certain choices must be made.'before significant
agreement can be obtained amtmg the welath neutraity measures.' .quefully. .
these cho*lces‘wﬂ‘l be made based on a particular set ovf value judgments

rather than empirical con\ienience.

3. Equath Measures in Interstate Comparisons '

Interstate comparisons 2=e affected by the selection of equal'lty measures
and units of analysis. That is, the equality measures and units of analysis’
"do make a difference 'when a number of states are assessed and comparedat one
_ point in time. ~'prever; the extent of the agreement depends to a certain
degree on the_ cr1teria used to define agrement;' For example, using the
unweighted bupﬂ unit of analysis, the Spearman rank cqrrelat"lohs among the
"rankings ylelded by al"’l pairs of the nine equality measures are ctatistically
' s:l‘gn'lf'lcant. although they range from .66 to .99.  However, for the same pairs
of measures. the number of unambiguous rank1ngs is one. the n'lm'lmun number, in
half of the 36 cases. Therefore. the assessment of agreement depends upon the
~ criteria of agreement.- |

At the same time, regardless of .the cr1ter1a used to measure adreement.
there is relatively more agreqent among certain subsets of the nine equality
measures." For ;e'lther unit of analysis, there is relatively more agreement

among the coefficient of varfation, standard deviation of logarithms, Gin{

Do
[N
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coefficient, re] ative mean deviation, and Federal range ratio " than among
any other subset of five equal1ty measures. . l

Therefore. g1ven the sensitivity of 1nd1v1duals and groups to 1nterstate
comparisons, it is probably correct to say that 1ntertenporal comparisons
‘are affected by both the choice of the equal1ty measure and the unit of

>

gt
-analysis. Furthermore, there is more agreement among certain measures that

embody some common value judgments. _ - - “ng~

4. Wealth Neutrality Measures In Interstate Comparisons

_ The conclusions for the wealth neutrality measures used in interstate
comparisons are l1m1ted to seven specific measures that can be v1ewed as three
groups: the correlation, three slope and three elasticity measures. For
these seven‘wealth neutral1ty measures the conclusions are rather straight-
"forward. Using e1ther the rank correlat1on or the unambiguous ranking criteria
- for agreement there are considerable contradictions among the three groups of
‘measures but substantial agreement among the three slope measures and among
the three elcst1c{t& measures. Therefore, interstate rank1ngs of wealth
neutral1ty'w1ll differ depending upon the type of wealth neutrality measure

" chosen.

To sum up, 1n.general the answer to all four questions is no, all measures
do not agree in any case. However, the selection of a subset of measures w'll
make comparisons over time and across stctes more discriminating or less
ambiguous. The critical question then becomes whether there is sufficient
agreement on the value judgments so that specific measures and units of

analysis can be seiected.
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B. WAdditional Quest1ons Ra1sed ‘During the MethodoIogicaI Assessment o @
During the course of tlits assessment a number - of quest1ons were raised .
‘that. requir!_anaIyses tnat go beyond_the assessment descr1oed above. For a -
couple of these questjons some preliminary sensitivity anafyses,nere perfonned
1n.Sect1on VI of. the report'and ;for the most part, tnese analyses indicate -
that ‘the questions are important. | , '
| First, there is the question of the dependent variable. Plausible i
a1ternat1ves to the revenue viriable used in this analysis include current
. operat1ng expend1tures. with or without adjustments, iocz! revenues p1us
state general ald, and tota1 revenues. It 1s entirely poss1b1e that the
assessnent of equality and ueaIth neutral1ty over time or across states can
appear very different depending upon the dependent variab’e utilized.
Furthermore. ‘the question of whether the dependent variable should be price
adjusted should be considered Alsc, the treatment of pens1ons. socia] secur1ﬁy.
and other benefits raises quest1ons related to the cho1ce of the de ent |
variable. Although data on the above plausible alternatives and specific

!

problems were not analyzed in Section VI the amalysis focused on a1ternat1ve;

" ,treaunents of cap1ta1 and debt service and showed certain differsnces unen

equa11ty_and neaItg neutra11ty are ysed in a state over time. This analysis

4 : points out that the dependent var1ab1e question could potentially be critical ‘ e

| from an empirical v1ewpo1nt |
Second, the weighted pupil unit of analysis appears to be a reasonable

unit of amalysis under certain conditions. Furthermore. the 1imited examples E - o

presented in Section VI indicate that the weighted and unweighted pupil units

of anaIysis can yield different results when equality and wealth neutrality are

assessed over time in a particular state. The questions, then, are whether - @

R1y
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205

~.

.the.we1ghted'pup11 unit of analysis should be hsed»and.whether the differences

oy

Th1rd. a question can be raised about the measurement of equality and

¢ wealth neutrality in states that contain one or several large cities. An.

argument was presented 1in Section VI that a reasonable'procedure is to

: examine states with and w1thout the large cities so that the effect on the
-State of the Iarge cities can be more effect1vely 1sola:zd Other approaches

may be preferable but when district level data are available, the existence

of large cities raises serious question.

Fourth, there are the questions-of wh1ch pup1l measure to use "and whether

the cho1ce makes a difference when e1ther_1ntertemporal or interstate compari-

- sons are carried out. The two:cho1ces are attendance and membership based

measures but data were not available to carry out‘a‘sensit'*tty analysis
to'compare.the effect the alternat1ve pupil measures on the eqoal1ty and
wealth neutrality measures.

_Finally, questions regarding the quality of property value assessment
procedures including the methodology utilized in state-wide equal1zat1on and
their ‘effect on wealth neutrality measures have been alluded to but not directly
addressed. 1f assessment procedures are faulty in a systemat1c fash1on. a'bias

in wealth neutral1ty measures may result.

C. Issues Not Directly Addressed by this Methodological Assessment

A major constraint of this study, which can be transiated into an
unaddressed issué) 1s the l1m1t1ng def1n1t1on of equity used throughout. The
definitions of equ1ty are 11m1ted to two particular classes of measures and
furtnermore all poss1ble measures with1nva class are not (and can not) be

considered.

»
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The two classes of measures are equality or dispersion measures and ex post
'measures of "Wealth Neutrllity". A third class of measures could be an é; ante
measure of wealth neutrality; one that is based on the price paid for educational
services and the 1ikely or predicted response to that price rather than on the
observed relation between revenues and wealth. Also, there‘could be a component
of equity analysis that focuses on special groups such as educ|t16n|lly and
physically habd1capped. minorities, or bilingual students to determine whether
these groups are treated as desired, an 1nequ|11ty rather than equality
assessﬁnnt. |
But even within the two classes of equity measures considered in this .
report, other measures are possible. For example, equality measures based on
utility functions have been introduced in the school finlnéﬁ l1terature]'and
thése can be viewed from either a ch1ldren‘e;ual1ty or household welfare per-
spective. Also.»the'relationql wealth neutrality measures used in this report
do not include alternative specifications of wealth2 or a constant elast1c1ﬁy
specification. _ |
" Finally, an issue not considered in this report is whether the Tevels of
agreement among the equality and wealth neutrality measure§ are determined by
other, prédict;ble; factors. Is there more disagresient in larger states, states
with more d1;tr1cts. states with a relatively Tow amount of state aid, states
that,arevreiat1vely equal, etc. Now that the contradictions have been documented;

the causes of the contradictions remain to be d1scbvered.

1See R. Innan. "Ooptimal Fiscal Refbrm of Metropolitan Schools," American
Econamic Review 68 (1978). and Berne and Stiefel (1978) ' A

ZSee A. Odden, "Alternative Measures of Schoo' Disirict Wealth," Denver
ECS (1976)
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’1 . , Appendix A
The definitions utilized in this report were formulated by the
o Cooperative members in November, 1977 and the final draft of the memoran-

dum that specifies these definitions is contained in Appendix' A. An

earlier draft of this memorandum (datéd 'January 12, 1978) was circulated
® among the Cooperative members and a number of suggested chénges were

1ncorpora£ed in this final draft. CombIete deffnitions are set out in |

Section II of the report.




February 10, 1978

Memorandum

To:’: ~ Participants in the School Finance Cooperative
From: = Bob Berne

Subject: Analysis of the equity of school finance across states.;

The purpose of this memo is to set down the various agreements
that were reached in Chicago with the subsequent revisions. As I
méntioned in my co#er memo, if you have any furthér comments on
these, please let me know immediately. . »

In this memo I will discuss the following items:

1. The definitions for the Data and measures to be used
in our first cut at interstate equlty and equality
measures;

1I. A format for data reporting;

III. A proposed procedure for the analysis of the equality
and equity measures;

IV. A slightly revised timetable for the calculation of the -
measures and their subsequent ana1y51s.

I would like to state at the outset that my impression of the
magnitude of our iritial task is not on the order of "thousands
of numbers'" for euch state-year but instead a somewhat more

manageable set of numbers-

I. 'AGREED' UPON MEASURES OF EQUITY AND EQUALITY '
AND DATA DEFINITIONS

A.. The Measure of Rupils

Throughout the discussion below reference will be
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made to pupils or measures of variables computed on a

per-pupil basis. The pupil measures used in the formu-'

‘1at1on of the 1ndependent and dependent var1ab1es

should be the average da11y student membershlp (ADM)

of the d15tr1ct This pupil measure may be unweighted -

or weighted depending upon the unit of analysis. (Seen'

section G below. ) If data are net available in ADM
then the most comparable ava11abhe measure should be
employed and the definition carefully explained. In
all cases it would be useful if the pupil measure is’
fully described. |

Measures of Equality

It was agreed that the following nine measuree of
equality will be cemputed for each distribution:
Ranie

Restricted Range

Federal Range Ratio

Relative Mean Deviation

Permissible Variance

Variance

Coefficient of Variation

Standard Deviation of Logarithms
Gini Coefficient '

WoOIAO LI & LIt =
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]

The formula for each of these‘measures_are discussed
in Berﬁe "Equity and Public Education: Conceptual
Issues of Measurement" (hereafter referred to as
Berne- Equity paper) and the computat10na1 conventlone
discussed in the paper will be followed in our cals

colations with one exceptlon

21,




The formula for the standard deviation of logarithms
should read as follows: \ |

1/2
& 2
-E,.: P, ( Z-1ogEXP; ) Elpl

N
b P logBXP
Jsl J

1where 7=

and ?i and Pj are the number of pupils in district‘i

~and j,'EXPi and EXP: are the dependent variable per

_ J
pupil in district i and j, and N is the total number
of diétricts. |

When the district is the unit of analysis the formula

for the standard deviation of'logarithms becomes the

follow1ng
:g: (Z logEXP )
i=1
N
>~ 10gEXP,
j=1 ]

where Z =
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Also thé definition'of_the Sth and the 95th percentile
is the number below (abovej which five percent sf the
distribution of values falls.

The dependeht variahie to be used in all the equality

measures is discussed in Sections D and G, below.




Measures of Equity-Wealth Neutrality

It was agreed that the»following six measures of wealth

neutra11ty will be computed for each d1str1but10n

1. S1mp1e correlat1on (r) between the dependent
var1ab1e (EXP) and measure of wealth (W)._ (See'
SeCtions E and F, below, for mere complete |

‘def1n1t10ns of EXP and W. In all cases these are

measured on an unweighted or welghted per pup11 bas1s )

- *2. The slope coefficient (unstdahdardized) from the

estimated regression EXP = a + b,W where the slope

is b

3. The slope calculated from the est1mated regre551on

EXP = a + bW + bZW where the slope is calculated.

‘at the mean Value'of W and equals b, + ¢boW.

#4. The slope calculated from the estimated regression a2

EXP = a + byW + byW2 + bsW> where the slope is
calculated at the meanvvalue of W and equals by +
26,/ + 3bg (M2, - - |
*5. The difference between two predicted values of EXP
. where the predietioﬂ‘equation is EXP = a + bW +
bzwz + b3W3. The values for W are the mean (")
plus and minus one standard deviation of W (SDW).
The difference between the two predicted values of

EXP (AEXP) then beeomes the following:

252
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- (a + by (W - SDW) + by(W - SN + by - SDN)3)
= 2b, (SIW) + 4b2 (SDW)R  + by (6SDW-W2 + 25DW33.
The bivariate Gini Coefficient (Hickrod Gini)
where the vgriabies are EXP ﬁnd W. f(Professor
Hickrﬁd has distributed material on this measure
fo all coépergtive members. The material
includes a2 sample prozfaﬁ aﬁd an explanatidn.)
Do not calculate this m?asure if the Lbrenz

Curve '"crosses' the 45° line.

#Prior to carrying out the calculations for neasures_,'

#2,.3, 4, and 5 the wealth measure, W, should be divided

by 1000-for ease“of’presentatibn and computation. For
comparability it is impofiapt'that thié division be carried
out before the measures ure caléulated. The difision can |
be made before measures #1 and #6 are calculated since they
are unaffected by the division.

Measures of Central Tendency |

Iﬁ addition to the equality and eqﬁity-wealth neutrality
measures the nean'valug of the dependent variablé, EXP, and
wealth, W should be computed. Also the‘standard deviation
of W should be computed.

Dependent Variable (EXP)

All of the measures described in Sections B, C, and D, above,
will be computed for'one dependent variable. The agreed
upon dependent variable is a revenue'baséd measure that
includes all revenues from state and local sources.

Where possible revenues fb: capital projects and debt

service should be excluded, with excéptibns noted.

Where possible revenues for,food'service, adult education,

AEXP = a+ by (W + SDW) + bz(W + SDW) +b (W*' SD‘*')l3
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cominun’ity service, and transportatiop should be

L : - included, with.éxcéptions noted. ‘Federal "impact"
aid should be excluded from io_c'al and .;state Tevenues
unleéé_state revenues are reduced by the amount of

® , -~ the impact aid; exéepfions'to this proce&ure shouldJ
be.nof.ed. The depender.xt.vari'a'blg should be computed
on a per pupil (ADM) basis in either upweighted or

® o weighted form depending upon the unit of analysis.

(See Section G, below.)

F. _Measures of Wgalth m)
The agreed upon measure of wealth, W.:is'the stéte_ ,
equalized full value of taxable property in each district.
In all cases the measure of wealth will be computed}on
a weighted or unweighted per pupil (ADM) basis. In
'situatibns where state equalized full value of taxable
property is unavailable, the most appropriate measuré

should be substituted and explained.

' G. Unit of Analysis
. ' It was agreed that at least two and potentially three
| .units of analysis (depenlding on vdata availability)

would be used. - The two primary units of ana]‘.ysis.

® are the district ‘and the pupil. However, within |
these two units there are a number of assumptions that
must be agreed upon. Note that the use of two or

o , three units of ané,lysis implies that each of the

. eighteen measures discussed in sections B, C, and D,

above, will be computed two or three times for each

[ - - state year.
25
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1. District as the unit of 'aéalysis
The inﬁuts for the calculations of the measures
using th?‘district as the unitrof'énalySis are,
for each di#trict, a measure of the.dependent
variable, EXP, on an‘unweighted per pupil (ADM)
bisis and a measure of’wealth, W, on an-unweighted
per pupil (ADM)vbasis._ For this“se; of éalculat}ons
each district is treated-identically. The number
of units in the distribution of EXP equals the
number ofadistricts_in the state. The dependent
variable and measure of wealth are defined in parts
E and F, respectively. '
2. 'Pupil as the unit of analysis
| The inputs for the calculations of the measures
using the pupil as therunit of analysis, are, for
eﬁch district, a measure of the dependent variable,
EXP, on an unweighted_per pupil (ADM) basis, a
measure of wealth, #, on an»unﬁéighted per pupil
(ADM) basis, and a measure of the number of pupils
(unweighted'ADM'ﬂ‘in the district.‘ Fdf this set of
calculations each stndent is treated identiqally in
the measure. The number of units in the disﬁributibn
¥ - of EXP equals the number of pupils or ADM's in the
state. For some of the measurg;, the caléulation ,
can be carried out'by’weighting each district by
fhe number of pupiis (ADM'sJ in the distfict\but‘
this depends to some degree on the statistical

package empioyed. The measures of the dependent

L I
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variable, wealth,Aand_the pupil count should be ﬁhe
same as that used in the district'level of.aﬁalysis. s
Weighted pupil as the unit of analysis'
Some‘States_includevalpupil_weighting in their
school district data. Where;poséible, the measures
discussed in Sections B, C, and D, above, shouid
be calculated using a set of student.weigh;ings'
that are in soge way utilized by the state.  Since

these weightings are likely to be state related,

the precise definition of the weighting should be

- .discussed in detail. This,dnit of analysis is

then the same as the pupil unit described in #2 ,

above,'éxceptlnow the weighted pupil count -

‘(weighted ADM) is used in place of the pupii count -

(unweighted ADM). The inputs for the calculations
of the measures using the weightéd pupil as the

unit of analysis are, for each district, a measure

- of the dependent variable, EXP, on a weighted per

pupil WADM, bgsis; a measure of wealth, W, on a
weighted pef pupil;WAUM.basis; and é measure of 
weighted pupiis,WADM'& For this calculation each
student is the uﬁit pf anaiysis but the number cof
students in each district is now the number of
weighted students. Note that if the student
weighting that is employed is sensible, then it
seems to be appropriate 'to use weighted students
aSUthe denominator cf theindependént and dependent

variablesin addition to "weighting" each district

by the number of weighted students.
. r Ly
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H. Years of Observaticn
It was aﬁreed that each state would be examined at -
two points in time whenever possible. It was fu;tﬁzr
agreed that the two yea;s that would be aimed for are
1972-73 and 1975-76. Additional years may be added
if available and judged to be appropriate by the analyst.
I. Non-Comparable Districts
If a state is organized into districts that are not
comparable in tefﬁs of grades included in the séts
of districts, each set of comparable districts should
be analyzed séparately. If more than one set of
districts is analyzed due to differences in grade

alignments, then the number of districts and ADM's in

each set should be feported as well as a déscriptian

of the various distfict types.

Also, the;e may be a cqmparability-problem'wifhin one
‘state ofpr time due to redistricting. In all 1liklihood
the data sets have a;réady been adjusted for this so
that the procedure utilized should be reported, if
dpprqpriate. The number of ADM's and disfricts

involved in the redistricting should also be reported.

II. REPORTING FORMATS |
The definitions describe.d\ab“ov.e yield ethteen measures for
each of two or three.units‘of analysis'which equatés tp»'
36 or 54 measures for each ;tate-year, assuming a single

district type. With two years of data for each of 30

Q . 2::
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states we will get a total of 2160 or 3240 individual -

‘measures.

I am proposing that we organize thefmeasures around the
state-year. Each state-year will have associated with
it 36 measures (or 54 if weighted pupils are included)
that can be ;epresented on a single page, smallhnumber
of punched cards, or on tape. Forlstates reporting
multiple district types the state-year-district type

becomes the unit of observation.

Based on the state-year organization and the size of the
data set I am requesting that each research group report
their data in printed form and either on cards or tape.

own preference.based on my expected analysis procgdures

, _ o »
is for cards but I realize that this is not possible for

all groups. Therefore, I will propose a format for the

printed, punched cards, and tape forms.

A. Printed Forma£
Since ﬁé will be sharing the data among ourselves and
perhaps with others it would be efficient for us to
report the data in a common printed format. A one
page table can be constructed that displays eéch of
theéighteen:measures for the three units of analysis
for each of the state-years. A sagpie is displayed
on the following page and labelled Table 1. Thus,
the total enterprise willlyiéld 62 or more tables

of thiz kind.

2’7.‘5‘
n/‘J

My




Note that the méan value of W and the standard

[ _
_ deviation of W (always defined on a per pupil basis) -
should be dispiayed in Table 1. Also, the wealth measure f
should be divided by 1,000 befure’feporting on the table. '
Finally, please repprt. for eath table, the number
of disfricts and pupils represented on the table in
the space on top of the table. The method used to
. : . @
calculate the number of pupils should also be. '
reported at the top of the table (in parentheses).
|
®
®
/
e
‘.
®
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® | State: Table vl | Number of Districts
[ Year | | " Number of Pupils ()
District Type © Number of Weighted Pupils ( )
. . - N R .

. Unit of Anélysis
Measures of Mean, ' /

Equality, and \ District /  Unweigrted Weighted
) Fiscal Neutrality / Pupil Pupil _
® ). Mean EXP /
2. Range

3. Restricted Rang?/

’ 4. Federal Range R."atio

o 5.. Relative Mean /Deviatic'm
6. Pemmissible V#;iance

® 7. Variance "I _
8. Coefficient %f Variation *

9. Standard Devfiatims of
Logarithms ‘

10. Gini Coefficient

11. Simple Correlation--
Wealth (W)

® 12, Slope--W | |
13. 51op§, W, W (at M) | -
14. Slope W, W2, W \(at W)

® s, %e_nsx%?w)inat ndJ:. ?sw3)

16 Hickrod Gini Coeff\gcient

17. Mean W($ thousands)\

18. Standard Deviation W
' ($ thousands)
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B.. Punched Card qumatv
The fifty four measures displayed in the table, ‘ ‘i
if puncheé six to a card, can be recorded on nine . -
cards for each state-year. Each card will have
. certain identification information and éix.neasures

punched invfields of twelve (E12.5) but in each case

the decimal point should be punched. Each measure

should contain five significant digits and the

numbers should be right justified in the fields.

Each card will be organized as follows:

Format Punches on Card Description of Data

12 1-2 State #; see attached list, table 3.
I2 3-4 \ Year; first year of data, 75-76 = 75.
12 5-6 _ District type; 01 if all districts

‘ : equal, otherwise use 02 and up to 99

12 7-8 - Card mmber; 01-09.

E12.5 9-20 Measure position 1. ®
E12.5  21-32 ~ Measure position 2.

E12.5  33-44 . Measure position 3.

E12.5 45-56 Measure position 4.

El12.5 57-68 Measure position S.
E12.5 69-80 C Measure position 6.

If we designate the nine cards C1,‘C2.,. . . C9
and the six positions éé P1, P2, . . . P6, then
each measure can be placed in a position on a card
as shown in Table 2.
C. Tape Bofma;

The tépe format should be consistént with the card
format. The dat? for each state year will be
.displayed in ten 80 characfer fields with thé same
format and data as the.punched cards. The format |
for each sﬁgxf'year will be 9(4I12,6E12.5). (Again,
decimal poin;sﬁsbpuld be punched and.numbgrs_right

justified.) The
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State

e

w.‘x

262

‘Table 2
Mmber of Districts
; Year L
Number of Pupils ()
! District Type
: Mumber of Weighted Puplls ()
® Unit of Ana;ys:.s
Measures of Mean,
Equality, and District Unweighted Weighted
Tiscal Neutrality ' Pupil Pupil
¢ | Mean EXP c1, P1 C1, P2 c1, P3
2. Range . c1, P4 C1, PS C1, P6
. Restricted Range ' c2, P1 c2, P2 c2, P3
e 4. Federal Range Ratio_ C2, P4 c2, Ps C2, P6
$. Relative Mean Deviation c3, P1 Cc3, P2 C3, P3
6. Permissible Variance © 3, P4 3, Ps c3, P6
® 7. Variance c4, P1 c4,‘P2 c4, P3
8. Coefficient of Variation c4, P4 C4, PS5 c4', P6 |
9. Standard Deviations of CS. P1
 Spmdard, , cs, P2 cs, P3
® 0. Gini Coefficient cs, P4 cs, PS cs, P6
11. Simple Correlation-- c6, P1
Wemlth ) ‘ | YC6, P2 C6, P3
@ 1% Slope--W c6, P4 c6, PS5 C6, P6
13. Slope, W, W2 (at M) c7, P1 c7, P2 C7, P3
14. Slope W, W2, W (at M c7, P4 c7, Ps C7, P6
15. Change in nditures cs, P1
° ange | a&xge tui 3 cs, P2 cs, P3
16. Hickrod Gini Coefficient c8, P4 C8, P5 C8, P6
| 17. Mean W($ thousands) c9, P1 o, Pz 9, P3
® 13, Standard Deviation W o |
- ($ thousands) C9, P4 C9, PS 9, P6
®




III.

13

fcllowihg tape speca,wére suggésted by thevNYU computer
consultants and_shouid;be used, if possible: '
1600 b. p. i.
Standard Label Tapesé
LRECL = 80
BLSIZE = 3200
-RECFM = FB
EBCDIC character representat1on
Also, if tapes are used, please include-ﬁ printout |
of the tape, the specs of the tape, and if possible,

the JCL used to generate the tape.

SUGGESTIONS FOR ANALYSISf
The primary aim of the anaiysis should be an evaluation .
of the consiStency of fhe rankings yielded by the different |
measures_ahd different units of analysis both across states

and over time.

The consistency of the measures can be assessed in at least
three ways. First, for two or more selected measures, thé
rankings ca@ be combined to présent'aAset of unambiguous
rankings. (This procedure was usedﬁin the Berne-Equity
paper using Missouri data.) If all the measures agree,

the number of rankings will equal the number of states;
otherwise there will be conflicts among the meisures and
the number of unambiguous’rankings wili be reduced. Second,:
for any set of selected measures a state "profile" can be
constructed that shows the ranking for that state onvthe
selected measurés. For certain States the profiie may

only include a small variation in the ranks while for

others there may be considerable variation. In this

analysis thémstate ;g?ﬁer than the meésute is the primiry

e 263
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focus of the analysis, The third approach‘cohsists ofv
® | using rank correiations to measure the consistency aﬁoﬁg
the measures. This provides an alterﬁative to the first
methodology and does present a numerical, rather than

L : a-visual comparison among the measures.

These three techniqges can be used for ﬁt least six
cdmparisdns among the meésures including the following:
"'1. For all states at one point in time‘fér each
unit of analysis, how consistent are the rankings

yieldéd by the equality measures?

 Are there stdtes whose ranking is unaffected by

the selection of various equality measures?

For the equality measures,‘how consistent are
the rankings that result from different units

of analysis?

Are there states whose ranking is unaffected by

the selection of a unit of analysis?

What are the characteristics of the state that

cause a change over the measures or u- it of analysis?

® - 2. The queStions _ask'ed in #i, above, can be repeated

for the fiscal neutrality measures.

3. The questions asked in #1, above, can be repeated

for tﬁe fiscal neutrality and eqhaiity measures

in ordéfato determine the consistency between the

"two classes of equity measures.

RIC sy 264
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The questions asked in #1, above, can be asked for

the equality measures for each state at two points

in time.

The questions asked inﬁﬁl,ﬂabove, can be asked for
the fiscal neutrality measures for each state at two

points in time.

The questions asked in #1, above, can be asked for
the fiscal neutrality and equalit} measures combined

for each state at two points in time.

(The first three questions can also be asked using all

, [
observations--two from each state.) {
This analysis will hopefdily allow us to know more about
the consistency among the measures as well as the equality = @
among states. It wiil allow us to make some conclusions i
and sugggstions for future analysis. . !
: | ) ‘ | 'J
IV. PROPOSED TIMETABLE : ' s . vf‘
- A. Receipt of this memo by cooperative members -- 1/18/78. ‘
B. Agreement on definitions and data formats suggested in | J
this memo -- 2/1¥78. | .
f . - |
C. Calculation of measures and reporting to Berne in |
grinted and, punched or tape format - 3/17/78. g
D. AnalySis of ,consistency among measures and preparation *
of preliminary report to cooperative members -- 4/21/78.
.‘
265
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'STATE #

01
02
03
- 04
05
06

16
TABLE 3
STATE ANALYSIS GROUP
New England
Connecticut ETS/EPRI
Maine : : NCSL
Massachusetts L.C.
New Hampshire ETS/EPRI
Rhode Island Toee
Vermont ETS/EPRI
Mideast
Delaware --
Maryland L.C./NCSL
New Jersey ETS/EPRI
New York : ETS/EPRI
Pennsylvania : .-
Great Lakes ‘
Illinois ' I11.
Indiana v -
Michigan Rand )
Ohio : I11. (tentative)
Wisconsin . -- : '
Plains o
Iowa * I11. (tentative)
Kansas - NCSL :
Minnesota - ECS
Missouri ‘ ECS
Nebraska Y --
- North Dakota = |} NCSL
South Dakota ¢« - ECS
Southeast : .
Alabama S L.C.
Arkansas C--
Florida - : IDRA-GARMS
Georgia L.C.
Kentucky - ECS
Louisana L.C.
Mississippi - L.C.
North Carolina ~ --
South Carolina L.C.
Tennessee ' , --
Virginia --
West Virginia L.C.
Southwest
Arizona , ' -- o
New Mexico IDRA-GARMS
Oklahoma ] - --
Texas . oo IDRA-GARMS
. i d :
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TABLE 3 (continued)

STATE # STATE ANALYSIS GROUP

- Rocky Mountain :
40 Colorado ECS
41 : Idaho _ --
42 Montana --
43 ‘ Utah , NCSL
44 , Wyoming --
Far West "
45 California RAND
46 Nevada --
47 Oregon ECS
48 ' Washington . ECS
49 Alaska --
50 : _ - Hawaii ' ' --
26°7
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Appendix B

Appendix B 1ists the data contributed by the Cooperative members,
organized by state-year. The pupiIf“ievénue,'and wealth definitions
utilized in each state.are also sepcified in this Appendix.

o

Table I-1, in the report, identifies the contributor for each
state. Descriptions of the equality and wealth neutrality measures can

be found in Section II of the report.

For most states, the equ§11£y and wealth neutrality measures are
computed for all districts in a state. However, several states are organized

according to different district types and the equality and wealth neutrality

~ measures are computed for these separate district types in certain cases.

‘When the measures ‘are computed for all.districts a "1" appears on the table.

under “DiSTRICT TYPE"; otherw1se the particular sub-set of districts rep-
resented in the table is spelled out under this heading.

~ The mean and standard deviation of wealth reported in the table
are in thousands of dollars. Also, the slopes are calculated from regressions

where the revenues are in dollars and the wealth is in thousands of dollars.

Hheh a particuIarAmeasure is not reported it is disp]ayed as

"0.00000" in the tables.
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STATL == ALA
YEAR == 1972

DISTRICT TYPE == 1

MEASURES OF MEANY
EQUALITY, AND
F1SCAL NEUYUTRALITY

1. MEAN tXP
2, RANGE

3, REs RANGE
4, FeO R R

5S¢ RELL MN pev
6. PELRM VAR
T. vAR

8, COEF VAR
9¢ 5TV DEV LGS
10, GINI

11, sim CORR
12, SLOPE W
13, SLOPE w2
14, SLOPE w3

TABLE B-1

UNIT

pgISTRICT

45360000
T46,00000
189,00000
.52079
012216
90258
7307,00000
.18885
«15793
. 08632
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000

‘0,00000 7

15, Exp 01F 0,00000
16, HICK GINI- 0,00000
17, MEAN W 0,00000
18, S10 DEV W 0,00000
19, ELAST W 0.,00000
20, ELAST W2 0,00000
e1l, ELAST W3 0.C0000

- -}Va\

Variable &escriptions:

1. Pupil (urweighted): Enrollment

2. Revenues:

(These revenues include revenues for ca

not be subtracted out.)

3. Weulth: Not ayaiIabIe at district level.

4. Districts: All

269

NUMBER OF DISTRICTS -= 126

NUMBER OF PUPILS == 808401

NUMBER OF WEIGHTEYU PUPILS ==

OF ANALY SIS

UNWE IGHTED
PUPIL

45800090
746,00000
168,00000
L43854
010156
93382

+ 4%522,00000
+ 14670
«12985
007131’
0.00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.,00000
0,00000
*0:, 00000

‘* 0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.,00000 -

WeIGHTED
PUPIL

' 0000000

0,00000
0,00000
0000000'
0,00000
0,00000
o.00000
0.,00000

. 0,00000

0.00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.00000

Total District, County, and State Revenues plus other‘Revenues.
pital purposes, since these could




1,
) . 2.
. 3.

4,

Se

6,

7.

8,

9

1o,

11,

12,

13,

T 1y,
15,

16,

17,

18,

19,

' 20,

21,

STATEL == ALA
YEAR == 1975
DLISTRICT TYPE == 1

MELASURES OF MEANY

EWUALITYs 4Np

FLSCAL NEUTRALITY

MEAN EXP-
RANGE '
RES RANGE
FtU R R
REL “N DEV

'PbRH'VQR

vAR

CUEF VAR
sSTu DEV LGS
GINI

sim CORR
SLOPE W
SLOPE w2
SLUPE W3
EXP OIF
HiCK GINI
MLAN g
STV DEV W
LAST W
ELAST W2
ELAST w3

Variable descriptions:

See Table B-1

(Alabama 1972).

TABLE B-2

NMBEs OF OISTRICTS ==127

NUMBER OF PUPILS == 783218

NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

UNIT OF ANALYSILS

plSTRICT

704,00000
783,30000
328,30000
57241
11373
.N9355
11230,00009
15715
14458
080853
0,00000
0,00000
0.00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00009
0.00000
0.00000
0.,00000
0,00000
0.00000

UNWEIGHTED

PUPIL

710,00000
793,00000
229,00000
 .38119
09493

93152

. 7343,00000

«12071

" 011620

« 063569
0,00000
0,G0000
0,00000
0.,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.00000
0,00000
- 0,00000
0,00000
0.00000

WEIGHTED

PUPIL

0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.,00000
0.00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,000%00
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000




TABLE B8-3

STATE == CAL . MUMBER OF DISTRICTS e= 240

YEAR == 1970 : NUMBEZ2 OF PUPILS == 3084455

DISTRICT TYPE =-UNIFIED NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS --

unNT T NF ANALYSTIS:
. . ------...--7/--..-..-..---.--.--
MEASURES OF MEAN. / :
EQUALITY  AND . DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED : WEIGHTED,
FIScAL NEUTRALITY . PUPIL PUPTL

---.-----------o-------'-_-------‘------_--.-'---'--.---.-.------.--.--.q-----

1. HEAN EXP 914,5%5000 59 _,51000 0.00000
2, RANGE 2n80,60000 - 2nB80,60000 0,000u0
3. RES RAMGE 65%.23000 u98,70000 - Q.Nn0000
4, FED R R , J94938 71285 0,00000
5. REL MN ppvV 17704 12286 0,00000
6, PERM VAR 90299 .92245 . 0,00000
7. VAR 58382,00000 27%8g,00000 0.Nn0000
8, COFEF VAR : 26420 19254 0,00000
9. STD DEV (6S ‘ 21712 : 16306 0,000n0
11 SIM CORR 082971 . . «806109 Ve 0OOBO
12, SLOpF W 4.31300 : 5.42690 0,00000
13, SLOPE W2 4.07000 : 5.,41790 0,00000
14, SLOPE W3 _ 4,4a520 5.,23490 0.,00000"
15, EXP DIF 42773000 254.81000 0,00000
16, HICK GINT 10533 07139 . 0,00000
17, MEAN W T G4.T2200 - 49.,02200 0.00000
18, STIN PEV 46,48200 24,42800 0,00000
19, ELAST W . ' .30523 30952 0.00000
20. FLAST w2 «28803 ’ «30901 : 0,00000
21, ELAST W3 | ,31741 J29A57 - 0,00000

N N
N
.

Variable descriptions:
Pupil (unweighted): Average Da11y Attendazce (ADA)

Revenues: State and local revenues exc1uding revenues for debt service and capitaI.
Wealth: State equalized assessed va1ue. .

Districts: AT unified districts;




TABLE B-4 S bad

STATE == CAj MUMBZ2 OF CISTRICTS == 242

YEAR -= 1979 MUMBZR OF PUPILS == 3066881 .

DISTRICT TYPF ==!NIFIED MUMBZR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

UnNTT “F ANALYSTS
MEAS!'IRFS OF MFAN, ‘ .
WPIGHYED

cotiat ITY, AMD CISTRICT UMWEIGHTED
FIScAL NgUTRALITY < X PUPIL : PUPIL
cerceemcconsetegtsee o g Togoanened et et ane """ oo nuntagnge  ostonscaaseahandas
1, MEAN EXP a70,45000 924,63000 0,00000
2, RAMGF 2217,A0000 2217,.80000 0,.00009
X. RES RANGp 782,46000 %70,51000 0,00000
4, FED R R ‘ 1.07980 77992 0.,00000
Se¢ REL MM ppv 019027 T 212244 0,00000
&, PERM™ VAR - .88898 89683 0,n0000
7. VAR 7072%,00000 32%59,60000 0.000n0
&, COFF VAR «2T404 «1951%, U,00000 @
9. STN MEV 68 . 23022 17008 0,.00000 :
‘in, GINT .131%2 . .oglga 0.0n0000
i 11 SI™ CORR ' 83627 «83193 VeCOO0UVO
12, SL”PF'U 4,%1400 5,88030 . _ 0,00000
13. SLOPF VW2 - 4.60210 " 6020650 0.,00000
- 1u, SLOPE w3 L 4.TTE20 . . . B,21600 o 0.00000 e
N 15, FXxp DIF 476+97000 217.42000 0.10000
16, HYICK GINT «11223 «07923 0,00000
17. VEAN W o €9+%3600 51.48809 - Ve 000UO0
12, sTh PEV 4 . ue,26800 25.%280¢0 0,000M0
19, ELAST W 32344 32745 0,00000
20, ELAgT w2 « 32976 34562 0.,00000 ®
21, ELAST W3 34223 ,3u618 0,00000

Variable descriptions:
(Califormia-Unified, 1970),

See Table B-2




STATE -- Ca
CYEAR -= 197>

DISTRICT TYpE -- UNIFIED

WEASURES OF MFAM,
CoUALITY, AND
FIScAL NpeUTRALITY

seceesercannetre PoansemaneToepe  wetcossvchescr et " cananesae

wEAN EXP

1,

2., RAMGF

2, RpS RANGe
4, FED R R
Se REL MN Dpv
6. PERM VAR
7. VAR

8, COEF VAR
9. STD DEV @GS
19, GINI
11, S3iMm CcORR
12, SLOPF W
13, SLOPE W2
14, SLOPF W3
15, EXP nIF
16, HICK GINY
17. MEAN W
18, SyD DEV
19 ELAST W
20, FELAST w2
21, ELAST W3

Variable descriptions:

See Table B-3

TABLE B-5

(VARTEN S |

pPISTRICT

1064,30000
2227.60000
791.76000
1,00170
194232

. 89343
p6SLE6. 00000
27641

« 23041
.13254
.80918
4,46300
4.76690
4,79180
512.23000
«11137
7506600
53,33900
31478

. 33621
33797

-

Fo 0

puUMB IR

pNUMBER

nUMBIQ

o]

in
2o
[ 4

37=

=

(California-Unified, 1970).

OF DISTRICTS == 244

OF PUPILS =-- 3034628

OF WEIGHTED PUPILS --

F ANALYSTIS
UNWEIGHTED' WFIGHTED
PUPTIL PUP L
38,00000 0,05000
37.60000 0,00009
12.86000 D,00000
. 76037 '0,00000
e14214 0.00000
.88758 0.00000
07.,00000 0.00000
«18658 0,00000
17256 0.,n00NY
«09719 0.,000N0
.80616 . U.n0000
5. 75680 - 0,00000
6.49040 0.00000°
6.,87610 0.00000
75.22000 0,00900

.0822¢ 0,n0CNQ '
55.5€000 JeQUOUY
27.12100 0.000n0
.30g14 0,00000 -
. 34741 v,no0Uo
e3¢80% 0.00000




| TABLE B-6
STATE == CAL { \\ ‘ mUMBER OF PISTRICTS -- 25]
) "\ .
YEAR == 1973 \ pUMBER? OF PUPILS == 3058193 ®
DISTRICT TYPF -- UNIFIED MUMBE? GF WEIGHTED PUPILS --
\ UNTT 9F ANALYSTS
\ ----------------‘-----_--------- . .
MEASURES OF MFAM, - - .
ECUALITY 'AND NISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WELIGHTED
' FIScAL NgUTRALITY \ PUPIL PUPIL
ceecaveevatcetocanssacesee o ocpveepecevaeven® " " TansancnerosesntrtetaossncSeoanncaaaaas
1.° MEAN EXP 122%,10000 1152,80000 10,00000 ®
2, RAMGF 2u72,90000 2472,90000 0,n0000
3, RES RANGp 907,26000 %33,91000 0,00000
4, FED R R « 95386 +« 55346 0,n0000
S« REL M™N pgv 016962 «10327 0,00000 )
6. PERM VAR «91015 . +94359 0,00000
7. VAR :90307,00000 35971.00000" 0,00000 ,
8, COEF VAR 24529 « 16452 0,00000 o
9. STN DEV LGS +20506 «14276 0,00000
~10, GINMI 011631 007508 0,00000 )
11. SIM CORR 81204 77746 0e00000
12, SLOpF W 4,02400 5.04970 0,00000
13. SLOPF W2 4,00670 5.,24220 0,00000
‘14, SLOPE W3 4,22930, S.1585¢ 0,00000 e
1s, EXP DPIF 52!‘,.13000\y 200,61000 0.,00000
16, HICK GINTY 09493 . +05940 0,00000
17. MEAN W B2.45400 ! - 59.6380¢ 000000
18, gtD DEV 60,64300 29.20000 0,00000
19, ELAST W o 7T083 26128 0,r0000
20, ELAST W2 «26967 | .271290 0,00000 e
21, ELAST W3 | ,28u465 | «26666 0.000n0
Valuable descriptions: } |
See Table B-3  (California-Unified, 1970). et
@
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TABLE B-7

STATE == CAj - ' MUMHBZI? OF DISTRICTS == 248

YEAR == 1974 MUMBZ? OF PUPILS == 3095609
NISTRICT TYPE -- UNIFIED MUMBEZ? OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =--

UMTT "F ANALYSIS

MEASURES 0OF MFAN, ' '
EQual 1Ty, aMD NISTRICT : UNWE IGHTFD WEIGHTED

FIScAL NpUTRALITY PUPIL PUPTL

1. MEAN EXP 1200,20000 1245,660000 a ¢,no0n0
2, RAMGF 1933,50000 1233 50000 0.00000
%, RES RANGE A72.95000 uAC,.3£000 0.00000
u, FEN R R «R222% J45246 0,0001n0
5. REL MN Dgv 15204 +09695 1 - 0.000N0
6. PERM VAR - 92400 .92343 : v.,000CV0
7. VAR 78426.00000 34755,00000 0.00000
B. COFF VAR .21528 T .1U966 0.00000
9. STH PEV 6S .1g450 - .13231 0.,00000
10, GIMI ° .10327 .07069 g.00000
11 SIM™ CORR © « 79194 « TEHS5S Ve NNONO
12, SLOPF W ' ' 3.63480 u,54860 ‘ 0.00000
"13. SLOPF W2 X, 65720 4.96570 : 0.000Nn0
14, -SLOPF W3 . 3,%a860 u,86050 0..00000
15. EX¥ DIF 433, 74000 x0 %, 76000 0,00000
16, HICK GINY 08344 / Cﬁossso . 0.nPNONOD
17. MEAN W RR,323100 I 64 .22700 0.N0000
18. sTD NEV £1.01600 © 31,3%600 0.00000
19, ELAST W 24620 23454 , 0,.00000
20, ELAST W2 24832 . 25605 0.00000
21, ELAST W3 c2U367 .25062 0,00000

Variable descriptions:

See Table B-3 (California-Unified, 1970).
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 TABLE B-8

STATE == CAL NUMBER OF DISTRICIS -- 118

YEAR = 1979 NUMBZ2 OF PUPILS == 525,444

DISTRICT TYpE -- HIGH SCHOOL MUMIZR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

UNTT 2F ANALYSTIS
; MEASURES OF MFApM, ' : ]
EQUALITY_ AND DISTRICT UNWE IGHTED WEIGHTED
FISCAL NgUTRALITY PUPIL PUPIL
- 1. MEAN EXP 1111,90000 ~ 1nr27.70000 0.50000
- 2. RANGE 1272,70000 .1272,70000 0,00000
3, RES RANGg 978,98000 711,27000 0,00000
“, FED PR 1.17290 « 96609 ° 0,00000
. S, REL MN DgV «16900 12509 - 0,00000
' 6. PERM VAR . +91127 .91171 0.,00000
7. VAR 6£9284,00000 32604,00000 0,00000
- A, COEF VAR \ 023672 17570 0,00000
9. STD DEV GS _ « 20905 16639 0,00000
10, GINMI ‘ .7 lJ11806 209127 0,n0000
T 1%1. SIM CORR +R6281 , «82881 U.00000
12. SLOPF W 1.89330 2.46840 0,00000
13, SLOPF W2 2.58830 2097100 0.,00000
14, SLOPF W3 2,.,52210 2.969790 0.00000
15, ExP NIF 594.69000 x60.04000 0,00000
16, HICK GINT 30342 .0782¢ 0,00000°
17. MEAN W 182.04000 133.,07000 0.00000
18, sSTh PEV W 119,96000 60.62900 0,00000
1%, ELAST W «3099" *31962 0,00000
21, ELAST W3 41292 38453 0,00000

Variable descriptions:
l 1. Pupil (unweighted); Average Daily Attendance (ADA).

\,

2. Revenues: State and local revenues _exclud'lng revenues for debt service and capfltil.‘

3. _Mealth: State equalized assessed-volue, — - — -
- 4. Districts: A1l high school districts. |
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TABLE B-9

STATE == CAL MUMBER OF DISTRICTS == 117

Py YEAR == 1971 NUMBE2 OF PUPILS == 533,965

nISTRIcT TYPE - HIGH SCHOOL nMUMBE? OF WEIGHTED PUPILS «-

UNTT "AF ANALYSTIS

. : Uy Y T yeppprppy S T L
- MEASURES OF MEAM, ‘ . ‘

, . ERUALTITY, AND DISTRICT , UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED

- _FISCAL NpUTRALITY ‘ : . PUPIL : PUPIL

1, MEAN EXP 1176.,00000 1r80,20000 0,00000

2« RANGF 159970000 1%99,70000 0,00600

3, RES RAMGE ~ 994 ,56000 760,99000 0,00000

- 4, FEND R R 1012“20 1001720 Ue000UU

‘ 5, REL MN Dfy 17428 .12918 0,00000

- 6¢ PERM VAR «RBEYS « 89987 Ge0DO0ND

7. VAR A46A9,00000 38%76,00000 0,00000

A, COEF VAR J24T4e T +1R136 0,00000

9, STD DEV .GS 21851 «17384 0.00000

10, GINTI ,12352 ,09470 "~ 0,00000

11, SIM CORR «84979 «83213 V.nVOUVOD

12, SLOpE W 1,97830 ?.58880 0,00000

13, SLOPE W2 2.55240 3,10980 0.,00000

14, SLOPE W3 . 2,51130 - 3,12610 - 0,00000

1s, EXP DIF 616466000 x94,.37000 0.00000

16, HICK GINT: - ,10uU55 .08130 0,00000

17, MEAN W 195.12000 . 139.64000 000000

: 18, stD NEV y 125%,01000 62,96800 - 0,00000

= 19, ELAST W . 32824 . 33466 - 0,00000

® 20, E£LAST W2 - 42349 40201 © 0,00000

21, ELAST W3 _ : JH1667T JuUoUH12 ‘ . 0.00000

Variable descriptions:.

(California-High School, 1970).

See Table B-8




TABLE B-10

STATE == CAL pUMBEZR OF DISTRICTS -;_ 117

YEAR == 197> ANUMBE2 OF PUPILS == 542,6]2

®
DISTRICT Typr -- HIGH SCHOOL MUMBE2 OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==
, uNTT T"F ANALYSTIS
s TP MEASURES OF MFAN. : : . e .
: EQUALITY, AMD NISTRICT UNWE IGHTED WEIGHTED
FISCAL NpUTRALITY PUr ( PUPLIL -
1., MEAN EXP 1294,40000 1182,00000 0.n0000
2, RAMGE 1565,00000 1=65,00000 0,00000 ®
2, -RES RANGE A97.70000 "44,17000 0,00000
4, FED R R 91497 1,03410 0,n0000
5. -REL MM Dgv ' ¢16796 - T 012543 0,00000
6. 'PERM VAR oR7313 «87686 0,00000
7. VAR R3113,00000 44427,00000 0.00000
) R, COEF VAR 22272 . 17833 0,00000 o
.9, STD PEV L 6S 020562 17303 0.000N0 -
10, GINI i J11748 « 09401 ‘0,00000
11. SI™ CORR 1675 . 82732 0.00000
13, SLOPF W2 2.%8890 3.12920 0.00000
14, SLOPE W3~ : 2.57950 3,13940 0.00000
15, Exp DIF 6£23.64000 215.70000 o.,c00n0 @
16, HICK GINTY 09827 07868 0.,60000 :
) 17 YEAN W 2n5.84000. 148.6%000 .. 0e0000DQ
19, ELAST W «30687 «33170 0,00030
2p, gLAST W2 J41170 «39353 0,00000
21, FELAST W3 ‘441020 .39482 0,00000 ®
Variable descriptions:
See Table B-8 (California-High School, 1970). -




TABLE B-11 | L

STATE = CAL - NUMBZ2 OF DISTRICTS == 114

e ) | YEAR == 1973 NUMBER OF PUPILS == 544403

DISTRICT TYPE =-- HIGH SCHOOL NUMBE®? OF WEIGHTED: PUPILS ==

UNTT 2F ANALYS] S

----------------------_—--------.

LA

Variable descriptions:

See‘TabIe B-8

(California-High School, 1970).

299

e MEASURES OF MEAN, -
EQUALITY, aND NISTRIET UNWE IGHTED WFIGHTED
- FISCAL NpUTRALITY : PUPIL PUPIL
aj """"'""'-"‘“""""?-'T'-’."P'---"""-T"’"""""""""“""""’
- 1. MEAN EXP 1421,90000 1267,20000 0.00000
2. RANGE 1727.10000 1727,10000 0,00000.
3., RES RANGg 1174,.36000 792,77000 0,00000
- 4, FEDRR 1.17220 .84293 “0,000U0
5, REL MN pgVv " .16728 13714 0,00000
6, PERM VAR +sR93T3 .86189 ~0,00000
- 7. VAR 101460,00000 . '54701,00000, 0,00000
a. COEF VAR 022401  «18457 0,00000
.9, STN PEv LGS .20697 18065 0,00000
10, GINI 211765 ,09976 0,00000
11, SIM CORR ° ,81769 81013 0,00000
- 13, SLOPE w2 2.70430 3,08970 0,00000
14, . SLOPE W3 2.,725790 3,11050 0,00000
15, ExP PIF 615,31000 435,69000 0,0000V0
17, - MEAN | 215,12000 156,04000 6,00000
1g.. STD DEV 114,27000 69.76200 0,00000
- 19, FELAST W © .2u302 33445 0,r00N0
21,  ELAST W3 L41237 .38302 0,00000




STATE == CA|

YEAR = 1974 _
DISTRTCT TYpE -- HIGH SCHOOL

1.
3,
4o
S,
6
Te

8.'

Je
11,
12,

13,

14,
15,

e 16.

17.
’ 18.
19,
20,
21,

Variable descriptions:

MEASURES OF MEAM,
EQUALITY, aND
FISCAL NgUTRALITY

“EAN EXxp
RAMGF

RES RANGF
FENR R R
REL ™N DFv
PERM VAR.
VAR ‘
COEF VAR
STNn NEV ) 6%
GIN]

SImM CORR
SLOpF W

SLOPF W2

SLOPF W3
EXP DIF

 HICK GINT

MEAN W

sTD PEV y -
ELAST W
ELAST W2

ELAST W3

See Table B-

TABLE B-12

NUMBE? OF DISTRICTS ==

114

NUMBEX OF PUPILS == 559,589

NUMBER OF WEIGHTED -PUPILS ==

Usnte T

rISTRICT

1361,A0000
1779.10000

1002,30000

094471
015135
A8790
96130.00000
021211
*19486

.10960 .-
« 70654

1.,60740
2.37290

2.,29490 .
616029000

« 08663
23%.5%6000
136.29000

25902

«38238

. 36981

(California-High School, 1970).

"F ANALYSTIS

Yy yyyepny 3 L L EY P P Y LYY YL LA B LT L2

UNWE IGHTED

. PUPIL

1217,30000
1779.10000
768,05000
86166
12380
 .8676%
45246,00000
L16107

.15868
00826,

e T4167
1.92649

- 2.49140
2.52630
414.73000
« 06787
169.5%000
81,89400
c 20798
32067
32516

280

WEIGHTED
PUPIL

- 0,00000
UeNOOUO
0,¢0000
0,r0000
0,00000
0.N00V0
0,00000
0,00000
0,000n0
0,00000
0.NO0OC
0.00000 -
0,n0000
0,00000
0,00000

- 0,004u00
Ve 4000
0,710000
0.,00000
v,00000
g,00000




TABLE B-13

STATE == CAL . o MUMBER UF DISTRICTS -= 711
pu YEAR == 197p : _ ‘NUMBER OF PUPILS -- 1082396

DISTRICTY TYPE =-- ELEMENTARY NUMBE? OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =--

uNT T " F ANALYsIb

wEASUIRES OF MFAN,

Variab]e descripti ons'

1. Pup11 (unweighted)

Average Daily Attendance (ADA)

EQUALITY, aND DISTRICT JNWEIGHTED "WEIGHTED
FIScAL NrUTRALlTY PUPIL PUPIL
) 1. MEAM EXP 885,99000 778,12000 u,00000
2, RANGE 3%83,90000 3983,90000 0,00000
: 3. REgS RANGg 1094.90000 475,7C000 0,00000
- 4, FEN R R 1,99710 . 79470 0,n00V0
5. REL MM pgv <0464 +14990 0,00000
, 6. PERM VAR .Be087: _ «91537 0,n0000
- 7. VAR 165520.,00000 28251,00000 0.00000
8, COFF VAR 45920 021601 U,00000
-, lo. GINI 020704 .10539 0,00000
11. SIM CORR « 77388 67202 ve.000N0
12, SLOpF W 1,11490 1.,79370 0,00000
- 13. SLOPF W2 158300 2.34980 0,060000
1u, 3LOPE W3 1.97150 2.84500. .0,n00NO
is, EXP DIF 1120.70000 x5R8,61000 .0,00000
- 16, HICK GINT .17118 . +0TT64 0,00000
17. MEAN W 16832000 6462100 0.00C00
18. STD DEV y 282,39000 . . 62,97400 - 0,00000
- 19, ELAST W .21181 14896 0,00000
’ 20, FELAST W2 «30074 «19518% 0,00000
21. FELAST W3 J3745Y 23635 0,00000

2. Revenues, State and local revenues excluding revenues for debt service and capital.
3. Wealth: State ‘equalized assessed value.
4. Districts: All elementary districts.




TABLE B-i4 |
STATE == CAL MUMBE OF GISTRICTS «- 707

YEAR == 1974 munusé oF PUPILS == 1062811

Varilab'le _descripticns:

See Table B-13

'(Ca'lifomia-Eleﬁentary. 1970).

- : : ®
DISTRICT TYpg -- ELEMENTARY MUMBIR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =--
UNTT TF ANALYSIS _ |
MEASURES 0OF MEAM. : ' . .}
CRUALITY  aND ‘ DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED |
FISCAL NpUTRALITY - ‘ PUPIL © PUPIL
1. MEAN EXP  924,13000 217,64000 0.00000 }
N 2, RANGFE "4733,40000 *733,40000 0.00000 .|
3, RES RANGe 1249,10000 S44,03000 0.00000 |
4, FED R R 2.,21760 ‘ .88030 0,00000 .
6, PERM VAR . +B84885 .8982¢0 0,00000 |
7. VAR 17%030,00000 33g42,00000 0,n0000 |
- 8, COEF VAR 45271 . 22532 0,00000 .1
9. STD NEV | GS 35292 19308 g.n0000 \
10, GIMI , 21010 .11181 0,00000 |
= i1. SIM CORR « 79033 +68864 0+00000 :
12, SLOPF W 1.20010 . 1.98620 0,000u0 |
13, SLOPF W2 144850 2.47750 0,00000 .
- 14, SLOPF W3 1.,9718¢0 3,04920 0,00000
15, EXP NIF 1699.00000 %89.86000 0,00000 ®
16, HICK GINT o «16970 .08372 0,n00V0 .
- 17 MEAN W 180.20000 70+19300 0.00000
18, stD NEV y 27%,51000 63,88100 0,00000
19, ELAST W «23401 .17051 0,00000
- 20. ELAST W2 28245 «21269 0,00000
23, FLAST W3 38449 026177 0,n0000 ®




TABLE B-15

21,

Yariable descriptions:

See Table B-13

2

(California-Elementary, 1970).

83

- STATE == CAp f MUMBE? OF DISTRICTS -- 705
® YEAR == 197> MUMBZR OF PUPILS == 1051895
RISTRICT TYPE =- ELEMENTARY MUMBER OF WEFIGHTED PUPRILS =a
UwyrertT n"F ANALYSTS
e MEASURES OF MEARM, : .
. : ESUALITY_  AND PISTRICT UNWE IGHTED - WELGHTED
FIScAL NpUTRALITY' ' PUPIL PUPIL
LKW W N ) T o e eS e e e p e Toorc Yoo e™ L L ey Y ke Rk e kekad i R R L L L
1. MEAN EXP 1027,00000 207.37000 0.n000¢
2. RANMGF 5977,52000 5077,50000 - 0,n0000
3. RFS RANGf 1365,00000 £55,39000 0,n0000
4L, FEND R R 2.16270 . 72822 0,n0000
5., REL. MN Dgy 31612 «14989 0,000n0
6. PERM VAR + A4639 «90980 C.00000
7. VAR 27a020,00000 _ 38594,00000 0.00000
B, COFF VAR - 50848 «21566 0,00000
10, GINT 21662 210594 v,00000
11. SI™ CORR ¢ 79315 t67896 V00000
12, SLOPE W 1.39700 1.98310 0.00000
13, SLOPF W2 1.68110 2.45850 0.n0000
14, SLOPF W3 1,R9750 2.8911p 0,000n0
15, EXP DIF 1144,.,40000 =87,74000 0.00000
16, HICK GINT «17€27 07367 0,00000
17, MEAN W 199,77000 76.71800 0.000n0
18.  STD DEV y 299,36000 67.00200 0,00000
19, ELAST W «P6912 16767 9,00000
20, ELAST W2 « 32285 . 20787 0.,00000
ELAST W3 36554 J2uu4y 0,00000




TABLE. B-16-

STATE == CAL NUHBE’iOF PISTRICTS =- 687

YEAR == 1973 | NUMBER OF PUPILS == 1010025
DISTRICT TYPF -- ELEMENTARY : NUMBE? OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

UNTT ~F ANALYSTIS

wWEASHRES OF MEAM, ' ; : . ;
_EQUALITY ~ AND ~ pISTRICT UNWEIGHTED : WEIGHTED

FISCAL NpUTRALITY ’ PUPIL - PUPIL
1, MEAN EXP '1238,80000 - 1n72,30000 0,00000
?, RAMGF : 14418,00000 14018,00000 - 0,00000
3, RES RAMGg - 1%52A,10000 . . %79,23000 0,00000
4, FEN R R 1,97760 67977 0,00000
S.  REL MN Dgv : - +30553 : «13698 0.00000
€, PFRM VAR ~ . 86537 - " 092756 0,00000
7. VAR 5¢1020,00000 - 45n28,00000 ' 0.,00000
A. COEF VAR S 60461 , 19782 . 0,00000
9, STN DEV L6s .34892 . 17117 ‘ 0.00000
10, GINI - —— —..2e21083 . . 09564 © 0,00000
11, SI™ CORR . T461S 66260 . 0,00000
12, SLOPF W. 1,5%2070 "1,92580 0,00000
13, SLOPF W2 : +92805 2.39800 - 0.00000
14, SLOPE W3 , 2.21680 2,78%60 - 0,00000
15, ExP DIF . 1676.90000 : 4n7.09000 0,00000
16, -HICK GINTY J16U41 o + 06391 ; 0.,00000
17. MEAN W , 22%.23000 - 84.13300 0.00000
18, TN DPEV 4 367.52000 ‘% 73,01000 ¢.00000
19, FELAST W ,OT648 - ) .15110 0,00000
20. ELAST W2 : «16873 ' .18815 0,00000

21, ELAST W3 : o JH030Y%, . 21856 » - 0,00000

/ ' .

Variable &escr1pt10ns:
See Table B-13 (California-Elementary, 1970).

<54




’

TABLE B-17
STATE == CAL . MUMBER OF bISTRICTS -= 678
YEAR == 1974 ' : ‘NUMBER OF PUPILS -=- 991355
DISTRICT TYPE -- ELEMENTARY MUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS --

! -

UNTT SF ANALYSTIS

MEASURES OF MEAN,

ERUALITY, AND > pISTRICT 'UNWEIGHTED WFIGHTED

F1ScAL NgUTRALITY : PUPIL PUPIL

1, MEAN EXP ) ' 1366.30000 1168,90000 . 0,00000
2, RANGE ' 969%,80000 9€9%,80000 . 0,000n0
3, RES RAMGF 1514,10000 ®75,72000 ' 0,00000
4y, FED R R 1.69400 59765 . 0,00000
Se. REL MN Dfpv 28856 13094 0,n00N0
&, PEPM VAR .87103 » 93237 - 0,00000
7. VAR 528380,00000 47%56,00000 0,00000
A, COEF VAR « 53704 ) .18617 0.00000
9. STD DEV LGS T e33426 +16032 ' 0.n0000
10, GIMI 19943 : . 089489 0,00000
11. SIM CORR «58611 61743 . UeNLUUO
12, SLOPE W d.n1210 1.37470 -8,.,00000
13, SLOPE W2 151240 - : 1.98050 0,00000
14, SLOPE W3 1.20750 2.3627) 0.00000
15. EXP DIF 154A.,10000 ° : 462014000 - 0.0n0000
16,. 4ICk GINT 15282 06229 0,00000
17. MEAN W 253.76000 . 96.66100 . 0enNO0UO
18, sTD DEV y 424 ,92000 . 97,73800 0,00000
19, ELAST W ,18798 . 11368 - | 0,00000
20, ELAST W2 | ,28G89 16378 0,00000

21, ELAST W3 . , 23570 : .1953a 0,00000

Variable descriptions: : s .,

See Table B-13 . (Ca11fornja-E1ementary, 1970).




- TABLE B-18

STATe == COL NUMBER OF 0ISTRICTS ==174

YEAR -- 1972 NUMBER OF PUPILS == 524244

ce DISTRICT TYPE == 1 NUMBgR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

UNTIT oF ANALYS 1S

MLASURES OF MEAN

Varjable descriptions:

1.

Pupils (unweighted); Average Daily Attendance (ADA).

ESYALITYs aNp glSTRIcT . UNMEIGHTED WeIGHTED
: FISCAL NpUTRALITY : _ PUPIL - PURIL
¢ - .----d-.\----h--------------------------T----_---------------.---------‘.-.‘-

1, MEAN eXP 1184,40000 1010,00000 0,00000

2., RANGE 2606,00000 2506,00000 0,00000

3, Rts RANGE 1326,00000 510.00000 0,00000

4, FED R R 1.89700 « 10637 0.00000

8. RtL MN DEV 27130 014037 0,00000

6, PLRM VAR 87127 «83140 9,00000

T, vAR 201130,00000 35693,00000 0,00000

8, CULF VAR 37867 «1869% 0,00000

9. Sfu DEV LGS «32600 183514 0.,004500

10. GINI 19038 « 09964 0,00000

11, Sim CORR .88940 . 79630 0.00000

12, SLOPE W 27.,134%00 26,08800 0.00000

13, SLOPE w2 31,54%000 29,37300 0,00000

14, SLOPE W3 32,07100 31,97800 0.,00009

15, Exp DIF: 949,32000 372.nr%000 0.,00000

16, HICK SINI «17243 « 08358 0,00000

- 17, MEAN o 18,46500 11,16200 0.,03000
18, STV DEV W . 14,70100 5,76340 0,00000

19. ELAST w 42302 28831 0.00000

- 20, ELAST w2 49171 32062 0,00009
21, ELAsST w3 #9999 35340 r,00000

Revenues: Total local and state revenue excluding debt service and cap1t$l.

Wealth: State egualized assessad value. (Equalized to 20.58% of market.)

- Districts: Al districts except. two, in Rio Blanco County, with extraordinzrily
high assessed value per pupil.




TABLE B-19
 STATe == COL NUMBFr OF DISTRICIS == 174
[ IR YEAR == 1974 i N’MBER ‘OF PUPILS == 518,774
DISTRICT TYPL == 1 NUMBER OF WEIGHTEU PUPILS ==
| UNIT OF-ANALYSILS
MLASURES OF MEAN ‘ . ' 4
EQUALLITY, AND 01STRICT UNWELGHTED WEIGHTED
- FISCAL NEUTRALITY ' PUPIL PUPIL
® - 1. MELAN eXP 1527.30000 1317.20000 0.00000
2., RANGE 3116,00000 3116,00000 0,00000
3, Res RANGE 1634,00000 754,00000 0.00000
- 4, FELD R R ©1,69230 L5475 0,00000
s, RtL MN.DEV ¢ 26560 «14278 0.,00000
6. PLRM VAR .88089 .85803 0,00000
® 7. VAR 308910,00000 63438,00000 0,00000
8, CUEF VAR .36390 ,19122 0.00000
9e STU DEV LGS «31000 «17900 0.00000
10, GINI . ,18227 .10069 0,00000
11, sim CORR .81900 .79000 0.00000
12, SLOPE W 27,94300 26,95500 0.,00000
13, SLOPE W2 33,25100 35,33600 0,00000
® 14. SLOPE W3 34404300 56490400 0.00000
15, €EXP 0IF 1135,10000 548,81000 0,00000
- 16, HICK GINI +15790 .08347 0.00000
17, MEAN W 21,82300 14,06900 0.00000
18, STD DEV. W 16,29100 7.3813¢ 0,00000
- 19. ELAST W «39927 .28791 0.05000
@ 20, ELAST w2 L4511 J37742 0.V0000
21, ELAST 43 L48643 $39417 0.00000
o Variable descriptions: -
1. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-18 (Colorado, 1972). :
2. Revenues: See Table B-18 (Colorado, 1972).
- 3. Wealth: State equalized assessed value. (Equalized to 20.7% of market.)
. : .
_ 4. Districts: See Table B-18 (Colorado, 1972).
@
- s .Y
P
-, $’/ .”‘1
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TABLE B-20

STATE =« CONM . : . pMUMBZI? OF CISTRICTIS «- 168 .
YEAR w= 197s , ’ MUMBE? OF PUPILS == £36932
. . ‘ . °
DISTRICT TYPE == 3 NUMBZ? OF WEIGHTEG PUPILS - _
UvwtT 7"F ANALYSTIS
MEASURES OF MEAN ' . ®
FQUALITY, AND T DISTRICT UMWE IGHTED WEIGHTED
FISCAL NpUTRALITY _PUPIL PUPIL '
1. MEAN EXP 1271.80000 1%18,30000 0.00000
- 2. RANGF 1181,80000 ,1181,80000 0,00000 ®
3. RES RANGF 729.09000 *01,03000 g.,00CN0
4, FEP R R ' 77103 : .80183 0.00000
- S. REL ™\ Drv «13379 «13796 0.n00000
6. PERM VAR «R7686 «88999 0.00000
7. VAR . 4a32q,N0000 55%10,00000 0.,00000
- 8, COEF VAR 017287 «178490 0,00000
9., STD DEV LGS J40940 .«37820 0.00000 = ®
: 10, GINT «09500 .09800 , 0,00000
- 11. SIM CORR 61400 063010 : OOOQQOO :
12, SLOPF W ‘ 2.36680 3.,12870 0.00000
- 13, SLOPF W2 ' 4.P0%60 . 6.20920 0.00000
- 14, SLOPE W3 5.40290 5,04340 0,00000 ‘
15. EXP DPIF 44%,00000 u98,37000 0.00000 °
16. HICK GINT +06800 ~ +07600 0,n0000 |
17, MEAN W ‘ 79.14400 -~ 84,17900 0.00000 |
18, sSTN DEV y 39,99700 47.30900 0.n0000 |
19, ELAST W .20952 .1997a 0,00000
- 20, ELAST W2 ‘ ‘ «29905 «39904 0,n02N0 |
\ " 21, ELAST W3 33622 32204 . 0,00000 °
| | 1
Variable descriptions: _
1. Pupil (unweighted): Total adjusted Resident Average Daily Membership in the state.
‘ [
} 2. Revenues: Net Current Local Expenditures (as a measure of locally-raised » |
revenues) plus total state aid for public schools excluding school building aid.
} 3. Wealth: Equalized Net Grant List (1976). | _ R
b . 4. Districts: The 169 towns in the state with resident pupils. Regional school =~ g

districts are excluded.




Variable- descriptions:

1. Pupil (unweighted):

Average Daily Attendance (ADA).

. .Revenues: Local and state revenues.

2
3. weaTth:v Equalized Assessed Value.
4

Districts: All’

e
.

TABLE B-21
STATE == FLA " NUMBER OF DISTRICTS == 67
¢ YEAR == 1972 N'MBER OF PUPILS == 1369723
DISTRICT TYPE -= 1 NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==
e _ UNIY O0OF ANALYSIS
MEASURES OF MEAN. : o
EQUALITYs aND DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
FISCAL NEUTRALITY : PUPIL PUPIL
1. . MEAN ExP '970.11000 953,88000 0.,00000
2. RANGE 493,5800n 493,58000 0.,00000
'3, RES RANGE . 378,00000 221,46000 0,00000
4, FED R R 46280 026270 0,00000
5, REL MN OEV 209130 .07310 9,00000
6. PERM vaR 91182 94384 0.00000
. T. VAR : 12513,00000 7n91,50000 0,00000
- 8, COEF yaR .11531 08828 . 0,30000
9, sTD DEy LGg .1140n .08900 0,00000
10, GINI .06358 04906 0,00000
11, SIM CORR 57319 - 16347 0,00000
12, SLOPE W 3,5586n 3,74280 0.00000
13. SLOPE w2 3.26%10 3.76540 0.00000
14, SLOPE W3 -3,3371n - 4,40850 0,00000 -
15, ZIxp DIF 118,72000n 142,21000 0,00000 °
16, MHICK GINI .0012% 0,00000 0,00000
17, MEAN W 35,97%00 38,41300 0,00000
18, STD DEv u 1801700 17,17800 0,00000
19, ELAST W : «13197 «15072 0.00000
20, ELAST W2 .12123% .15163. 0,00000
L e12375% «17753 0.2%0000




STATE == FLA
YEAR == 1973
" QISTRICT TYPE == 1

TABLE B8-22

NUMBER OF
NUMBER OF

N MB8ra OF

DISTRICTS == €7
1397320
WEIGHTED PUPILS == 1880821

PUPILS ==

UWNIT nnF ANALYSIS
MEASURES OF MEAN : ..
gauAngv. aND ‘pISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WELIGHTED

FISCAL NEUTRALITY . PUPIL PUPTL
1. MEAN ExP 1179.1000n 1187.30000 877.86000
2., RANGE 607,.8300n ' 607+83000 434,62000
3. RES RANGE 459,7500n 309,32000 219,92000
4, FED R R o 4818p 30400 29210
5, REL MN DEV . «0987s « 09430 05993
6. PERM vaR 91280 «92016 93787
7. VAR 21281,00000 16061,00000 5738,60000
8., COEF var 12372 10674 «00629
9, STO DEv LGS e1210n 10700 .08500
10, GINI « 06863 « 05980 «04052
11, SIM CORR - «31919 61781 .57861
.12, SLOPE 1,3877n 3,2595%50 2.5%410
13, SLOPE 2 2,8079n 4,69620 3.732%0
14, SLOPE W3 2,4262p 4,85070 3,92%00
15. EXP DIF 143.3200n 226.91000 130.02000
16, HICK GINI «00080 0.,00000 0,00000
17, mEAN 4 49,98000 54,%59200 - %0,36500
18, STO DEv y 33,553¢00 24,02100 17,229qg0
19, ELAST w- <0588> . e14987 .1169%8
20, - ELAST w2 1190, . 21593 «17162
21, «10284 22303 - «15043

ELAST W3

Variable descr}ptions:

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-21  (Florida, 1972).

b. Pupils (weighted): Weighted FTE, as per schedule on next page.

2. Revenues: See Table 8-21 ‘(Florida. 1972).
3. Wealth: See Table B-21  (Florida, 1972).
4, See Table B-21

Districts:

(Florida, 1972). -
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15,

e 20,

STATE == FLA
® YEAR == 1974
- DISTRICT TYPE -= 1

' MEASURES OF MEAN
EQUALITY. AND
FISCAL NEUTRALITY

MEAN ExP
"RANGE

RES RANGE
FED R R
REL MN DEV
PERM VAR
vAR

- COEF VAR
STD DEV* LGS
GINI
sIm CORR
SLOPE W
SLOPE w2
SLOPE W3
EXP DIF
HICK GINI
MEAN W
STO DEV W
ELAST W
ELAST W2
ELAST y3

©  Variable descriptions:

3. Wealth:

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-21
b. Pupils (weighted):'.See Table B-22

2. Revenueéz See Table B-21

See Table B-21

4. Districts: See Table -

TABLE B-23

N'"MBEn OF DISTRICTIS == 67

N MBE5s OF PUPILS == 1416524

NUMBER OF JEIGHTED PUPILS == 1992514

UuNIT

DISTRICT

1341,4000n
712,47000
415,01000
« 35890

" 07585
«91621
17674,00000
«099114
+09800

< 05413
J42343
1,7979n
1,7508an
1.78980
109,9600n
«0016%
60,5670n
31,.,3120n
+08113a
«0790%
«08081

(Florida, 1972).
(Florida, 1972).
(Florida, 1972).

nF ANALYSIS

PR T LY T W LY Tl L Ll Ll el At

UNWEIGHTED
PUPIL

' 1343,60000

- 212,47000
339,31000
«28500
«07383
« 92116
13234,00000
. 08562
«03700
. 04824
. 73303
3.,08390
3,21940
3.24920
176,88000
- 0,00000
71.00800
27.34400
«16298
«17014
«17172

(Florida, 1972).
(Florida, 1973).

 WEIGHTED
PUPIL -

955,21000
320,54000
243,¢7000
«28590
«06783
«96979
3586, 80000
" 206270
« 05200
«0809S

“ o 85363
2.12180
2,10250
1.,846050
72.67900
..00179
50,468100
18,45800
«31213
11111
«09832




Weights for Various Educationalvrromms in Florida, 1973-76

Basic Programs
_ Kindergartsn and Grades 1, 2,and 3 1.234
. . Grades 4 through 9 . 1.00
Grades 10,11, and 12 - , 1.10
- AN
Special Programs for Exceptional Students
Educable mentally retarded 2.30
" Trainable mentally retarded o : 3.00
. Physically handicapped - 3.50
- Physical and occupational therapy, part-time 6.00
Speech and hearing therapy, part-time 10.00
Deaf ‘ 4.00
Visually handicapped, part-time - 10.00
'Visually handicapped ’ 3.50
Emotionally disturbed, part-time . . 150
Emotionally disturbed 3.70.
Socially maladjusted = : 2.30
Specific learning disability, part-time = : 7.50
Specific learning disability 2.36
Gifted, part-time ’ 3.00
Hospital and homebound, part-time 15.00
Vocationsl-Technical Progrems®
Vocational Education 1 4.26
Vocational Education 1I 2.64
Vocational Education III 2.18
Vdcational Education IV ’ ' 1.69
Vocational Education V 1.40
Vocational Education VI 1.17
Adult Education Progrems
Adult basic education and adult high school ’ 1.28
Community service 0.675

*Vocationai-technical programs are put into one of six categories depending upon the
relative cost of providing the program. Most expensive are certain shop courses using a great
deal of expensive equipment; least expensive ace secretarial courses,

Source: Jack Leppert, Larry Huxel, Walter Garms, and lleber Fuller, “Pupil Weighting.
Programs in School Finance Reform,” in School Finance Refrm: A Legisiators Handbook. -
ods. John J. Callahan and William H. Wilken (Washington, D.C.: National Conference of
State Legislatures, 1976). . : :




TABLE B-24

e

STATE_f' FLA ; NUMBFR OF DISTRICTS e~ 67

/ - .
.YE‘R -- 1975 NUMBEr OF PUPILS == 1416516

DISTRICT TYPE == 1 NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

{
WNIT 0oF ANALYSIS

------.-ﬂ-------?.---.---.--’.- . »

T

MEASURES OF MEANS

DISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED

EQUALITYs aND
FISCAL NEUTRALITY _ PUPIL T PUPIL
® « 1. MMEAN ExP 1344030000 1374.,80000 0.00000
‘ 2. RANGE 753,44000 753,44000 0.00000
- 3, RES RANGE 402,52000 359,62000 0.00000
4, FED R R «3556n 30570 0.00000
- 6. PERM VAR 092460 94676 0,00000 .
o 7. VAR 19866,000u0 1805%5,00000 0,00000
8, COEF vaR .1048% 09774 0.00000
= 9, STO DEv LGS .10300 «09800 0.,00000
) 10. GINI « 05779 « 05507 0.00000
| 11, SIM CORR «5403a $TT344 0.00000
. 12, sLOPE y 1,97090 - 3,28320 0.00000
@ 13, SLOPE 2 1,74060 3,36150. . 0.00000
14, SLOPE u3 1,9987, 3,67249 0.00000
- 15. EXP DIF 138, 34000 223.15000 0.00000
16. HICK GINI 200340 . 00545 0.00000
17, mMEAN W 63,1040n 79,96100 0,0n000
P 19, ELAST ,10131 .19096 0,00000
20. ELAST w2 «089448 19551 . 0.00000
- 21, ELAST w3 10274 .21359

Variable descriptions:

See Table B-21 (F1orid§, 1972).

6.00000




STATE -fnsA

YEAR == 1972

DISTRICT TYPE == 1

TABLE B-

25

NUMBER OF DISTRICTS -- 188
NUMBER OF PUPILS -= 1102079
. /Y NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS --

.-------------------------------------------------.'-------------p‘-.-------- .

U
!
MEAS!IRES oF MEAM,
EQUALITY, aMD PISTRICT
FISCAL NEUTRALITY '
_ : R
1, MEAN EXP 570,00000
2., RANGF , 772.00000
3, RES RANGg f 22%,00000
4, FED R R 48280
. 5, REL ®N Dfy « 09243
6o PERM VAR e 90945
7. VAR 6523,00000
8, COEF VAR 014182
9., STn DEV LGS «13368
10, GIMI .  «5687T0
11, ' SIM CORR ’ «5516¢
13,  SLOPE W2 ! 850660 .
14, SLOPE W3 9.04730
1s, ExP PIF 9R, 32700
16, HICK GINY n,Nocoo
17, MEAN W 16.%53000
18, s§10 PEV _B.u3800
19, ELAST W «”3754
20, ELAST W2 24669
21, ELAST W3 « 26237

Yariable descriptions:
1.
. Revenues: Local and state revenues excluding debt service and capital.

2
3.

Wealth: Equalized assessed valuation.

Districts: All.

Pupils (unweighted): ‘Average Daiiy Membership (ADM).

MTT J2F ANALYSIS ,
UNWE IGHTED WEIGHTED @
PUPIL PUPIL
528,00000 0,00000
772.00090 0,00000
772.00000 o,c0000 o
. 2.80030 0.n0000
.21983 0.00000
© + 84879 0.00000
35029,00000 .0,00000
«29793 0.,00000 -
.31078 0,10000 .
.15770 o.,ro0n0 @
«58160 C.00000
9.68100 0.00000
2,86060 0,00000
- 10,.,10700 0,00000
111.67000 0,00000 :
¢.00000 0.000n0 @
17.%1400 o.nnova .
| 6.6€400 0.00000
,26999 0,00000
.27500 0.00000
.28187 0.00000° .
®




® - N TABLE B-26

STATE -- GA - _ wUMBZR oF DISTRICIS =188
YEAR -- 1975 ' NUMBIX OF PUPILS == 1077114
e DISTRIcT TYPE 2= 1 NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =-

UNIT O3F ANALYSTITS

.o ‘ . ---------.‘--q--------6------_--

‘ MEASURES OF MEAN, ‘ . e . ,
e . EQUALITY, AND NISTRICT - UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED

- FISCAL NFUTRALITY L " PUPIL . PUPIL

- 1, MEAN EXP .« 845,00000 .876,00000 U,00000,

: 2+ RANGF 8385,00000 8385,00000 . 0,00000
o - 3, RES RANGr 44u,00000 - 1015,00000 0,00000
- 4, FEDRR : «70290 . 2476330 0,00G00
5, REL MN Dfy f17444 s21Y23 ‘0,00000

6. PERM VAR «88197 . +83536 0,00000

- 7. VAR © 334640,00000 85683%,00000 ‘ 0.0C006G

8. COEF VAR 68462 « 33620 0,00000

@ 9. STD TEV LGS +32914 34770 0,00000
T 10.  GINI : v13370 © +15680 '~ .0,00000
11, SIM CORR . «93220 «93050 0,00000

12, SLOPE W _ 20.96900 - 20,95000 0,00090

- 13, SLOPE W2 © f.68460 7.51690 . . U.,000u00

: 14, SLOPE W3 - ~ 0,00000 0.,00000 0,00000
o 15, ExP DIF 344,72000 377,96000 - N,00000.
_ 1. HICK GINT 0.,00000 ' 0,00000 0,00000
17, MEAN W 27,79800 27.35300 . 0,0000V

18- STD DEV y 2%.71700 12.%0506‘ , 000000

. 19, ELAST W : 68982 , 65416 ~ 0,00000
20, ELAST W2 +21990 023471 : 0,00000

P 21, ELAST W3 0.no000C 0,0r000 ~ 0.n00n0,

Variable descriptions:

° ” See Table B-25 (Georgia, 1972).

o
=
3




STATe \== ILL

" YEAR == 10572

PISTRICT. TYPE == UNIT

Y

MEASURES OF ME AN

ERJALITYs aNpD

F1ScaL NgUTRaLLITY

y L Y Y r Y K ¥ X
.----------‘--------------------‘--------------------------------.
.

1., MEANTEXP
‘24 RANGE -

3, RLgYRANGE

4, FEO R R
5, REL MV DEV

6. PLRYM VAR

7. vAR

8, CUEF VAR

9, SID DEV LGS
10, GINY '
11, &1 CNRR

12, SLOPE W

15, SLOPE w2

14 OGLOPE W3 .
%éi EXP CIF

HICK GINI

17, MtAN W
18, SV NEy W
19, ELAST W
20, ELAST w2
21, ELAST w2 »

_ Var’_.pble descriptions:

1. a.

Pupils (unweighted):

b. Pupils (weighted):

»

TABLE B-27

» MUMBEe OF LISTRICTS == 13

© NUMBER OF PUPILS == 1252221

- NuMgeR- OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==1580303

UWNIT  OF

ANALY

LS

-~

" olSIRICT

950, 74600

959.556005

326 ,82000
39370
06127

LT

11157,00000
<1066
«10200n

.05680'

B T8YyY
6,43260
5,79nén
Tez000

185.44nnp

L8n6n

S 24,18700

11,14%000°

01576“
14137
e 15647

Title I students in the district.

2. Revenues:

Local revenues for operations,
aid, excluding debt service and capital.

‘3. Wealth: Equalized assessed valuation.

4. Districts: Al K-12 Unit districts.

e

7 UNWEIGHTED

PUPIL

1n35.60100
939,835960
252,11000
. 28860
«08526
«947A0

. 9R30,606 00

e 09074

« 09700

« 05256
«99011

- 8,12780
10,94600
10959504
193,23000
« 136140

- 22,4384%yy
7.,19870
e17960
24188
e23412

Average Daily Attendance (ADA).

WEIGHTED

PUPIL

820.64000

. 774,04000

267,.,57000
«335330
«03570

.87900

9849,60000
«1209%
12000
«05240
«30463

B,42390.

11.21%00
11.Y4700
130.73000
" U.V0000
18,13300
$,94530
.lasly
24779
«24410

Title I weighted average daily attendance (TWADA). Title I
students given additional weightin

g based on number -and concentration of

LUy

general state aid, and state ca*egorical-

"



A -

STATE == ILL
YEAR == 1975

_ DISTRIGT TYPE == UNIT

*

’

’ iy
MEASURES OF MFANT
FQUALITYs AND
FISCAL NEUTRALITY

1. MeAN EXP
2. RANGE

3, RES RANGF
4, FeD R R

5. - REL N DEV
6. PLRM VAR

7 VAR '

8, COEF vaR
9. STD DEV LGS
10, GINI

11, sIm CorR
12, SLOPF w
13, SLOPE w2
14, SLOPE w3
15, EXP plIrF
16, HICK GINI™ .
17, MLAN W

18, s10 JEy W
19, ELAST
20, ELAST w2
2ls FLAST W3

VariabIe descriptions:

See Tabie B-27

. TABLE_ B-28 .

HWNIT OF

JISIRICT

1156.6000n0
1905 ,5un0n
S505.6100n
}51890
. Uﬁie
.91080n

25714%,06000

15774
+13200
JU7520
«30130
3.73149
-1.,65219
1.7551n
-293,79390n
« 01229
25.,87h0n
13,1970n
. 08455
03740
2039276

(I114nois-Unit, 1972).

"NUMBEw OF JL1STRICTS -- 444

N'IMBE bF PUPILS == 1273036

NJMBER OF HEIGHfgulaggggs/.;
...-‘

UNWEIGHTED
PUP L

1

1336,20000
1n31,300420
769,75990
o 717740
: 19633
« 91330
9ﬂ;06000000
021500
21800
‘ ~ 11980
¢ . 24328
9,11300
14,20100
519,64000
0.00300
2S5,.,05300
8,07350
016352
0254§2
025921’

ANALYSI1S

1J—---------p----:.--------------

A

WEIGHTED
PIPIL

--------- e R R N e Y Rkl T S T L RN N D L L L L R A

1125.20000 -

1061,90000
379,52000
42000
111286
.«92060
.20130,00000
«12609
+«13100
+06780
.10640.
2.18140
3,35710

. 3+58550
52,468%800
0,00000
20,19000
'6,92030
.03914
.06024%
+06436

~

1579633 ¢

-




TABLE B-29

£

1LL ~ . - 742
257,633

/ .
NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS == 324,438

e

STaTe -- ' 'NuMBFa OF OISTRICTS

YEaw == 1572 NUMBER OF PUPILS -

" NISTRICT TYPE -= _ICONDARY

ANALYS1S

nNIT OF
MEASURES OF MEAN L .
ELUALITYs aAND 7ISIRICT UNWETGHTED WweIGHTED
F1ScaL NgJTRALIVY PUP L ” PUPIL
L L R CX X R L N T e PR h-------%-_q-----------------.--------ﬁ-.---
1 MLAN ExP 1333.60000 v 1397.70000 1109,30000
2.  RANGE 1522,3900n 1532,30000 1274%,70000
3, PEs RANGE 954 ,06700n 292,900n0 715.40000
4, FeO R R . «9583n ‘ 87320 88270
5¢ REL MV DFV 0183'49 1. 016348 - 017229 :
6. PELRM VAR .8833n .83050 88780
7. VAR J00750 00000 80988 00000 52835,00000
8, COEF vak 023816 203561 .20710
9, S1D DEV LGS 022000 f-'.201oo .aonoo
10, GINI 012570 .11460 1660
11 S1% CORR 075219 065067 6567
12, SLOPE W : 6,7717n 8.84230 “\6 00140
13, SLOFE y? T.,4527n 10,01100 10,.2%400
1%, SLOPE 43, 7.48¢650 . 9,98670 10,22000
15, ExP OIF 515,9600n 423,75300 346,40000
16 HICK GINI 0091'40. 07620 007810
17, MEAN W 72,5830n 64,80600 51,45200
18, sIU DEy 35,26300 21,26300 16,99800
19, ELAST «3687> . 40998 J41736
20, ELAST W2 . 40581 #6417 374948
21e ELAST w3 = , e 46305 47386

Variable descr1pt1ons.

c4076%

»

-

(IT14nois-Unit, 1972).
(11" 1nois-Unit, 1972).
(I114nois-Unit, 1972).
(I111nois-Unit, 1972).
A1l Secondary districts.

(unweighted) - See Table B-27

(weighted) See Table B-27

2. Revenues: See Table B-27
3. ’Héalth: See Table 3-27
4. Districts:

1. a. Pup1ls

b. Pupils

Bk

-




Ta

o
* o ~ TABLE B-30"

s

STeTet == TLI MOMBER OF OISTRICTIS == 129

o Yeaw == 1375 NUMBER "OF PUPILS == 261371
DISTHRICT TYPE == SECONDARY NiMBFR OF  JEMGHTED PUPILS == 329718
HNIT n F ANALYSTIS
® we ASURES OF MEAM. ' .
ENUALLTYe aND JISTRTICT UNWEIGHTED . WEIGHTED
- F1ScaL NEUTRALITY E PUPIL - PJPIL
- 1., MELAN £XP 1644.20000 17364406000 1376450000
¢ 2, RANGE 1615,1000n 1615,14000 1290,00000
3, Rts RANGE 1676,.60000 1137,90000 935,74000
- 4, FED R R o841 T 88940 91820 .
" 5, REL MN DEV : . 15108 . 41%133 L 14584
6s PLRM VaR «89620 «9u3C90 o 89710
< " 7. VAR ©102340,00000 102460,00030 ££252,00000
® 8, COEF VAR 19454 .18435 .18980
9. STD DEV LGS «1830n 17830 18400
10. GINI .1047n .16120 +10470
11. SIM CORR «93719 47796 43303
12, SLOPE 4,8981n 6.,53050 6,87350
13, SLOPE 42 4,20580n 7,288320 7.86670
® 14, SLOPE w3 4,94550  7.93640 ‘8,39960
15. EXP OIF 330,97000 A, 255451000 504,55000
16, HICK GINI .050%0 ,05050 +05350
17, MEAN 74,07500 70,40200 55.80800
18, STD DEV W 35,08500n 23,420840 18,73900
19, ELAST W . 22067 J26478 .27868
® 20e 'ELAST 42 «2210o «29550 « 31894
21, ELAST w3 . 22281 .32178 + 34055
‘Variable descriptions:
¢ _ 1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-27  (I1linois-Unit, 1972).
b. Pupils (weighted): See Table B-27  (IlVinois-Unit, 1972).
- 2. Revenues: See Table B-27 = (Illinois-Unit, 1972).
® 3 Wealth: See Table B-27  (I1linois-Unit, 1972).
4, Districts: Al1 Secondary Districts.
o
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TABLE B-31

STATL == ILL NUMBEe OF DISTRICTS == 489

YEAR == 1372 NQHBFR OF PUPILS =- 559463

DISTRICT TYPE == ELEMENTARY NJUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS == 570940

UNIT OF ANALYS]1S
" MLASURES OF MEAM, | .
gGUALITY» AND 5ISTRICT UNWEIGHTED t WEIGHTED
_ F1SCAL NEUTRALITY PUPIL PUPIL
1. MBAN EXP 304424000 930,28000 911,72000
2., RANGE 1977,7000n 1a77,70000 1843,50000
3, RES RANGE 593,47000 574%,30000 612,1%000
4, FED R R «82600 . 78210 .88080
%. REL MN DEV 015644 e14106 15127
7. VAR 44097,00n00 34%552,00000 36915,00000
8, CUEF VvaR 23223 «19981 .21073
9. SID DEV LGS «19700 «17900 «19340
10, GINI +1083n «10090 «10810
11, S1" CORR « 71486 70372 70628
12, SLOPE W 4,22340 7.31950 7.73390
13. SLOPE w2 6.,07610 8.81050 9.37860
14,  sLOpE 3 5.,76890 8,90090 2.64910
15, ExP OIF 405,61n0n 317,92000 339,16000
16 HICK GINI «07820 «07530 08070
17, MeAN W 36,08700 29,%50200 28,90800
18, sr10 DEy 35,2870n 17,.85000 17,5%600
19, ELAST .16855 .23212 24522
20, ELAST w2 24249 c27941 . 29737
21, ELAST w3 23023 28227 «3059%

Variable descriptions:

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-27  (I11inois-Unit, 1972).
b. Pupils (weighted): See Tablé'B-27 (I111nois-Unit, 1972).
(Illino1s-Un1t. 1972).

(I114nois-Unit, 1972).

4. Districts: A1l Elementary districts.

2. Revenues: See Table B8-27

3. Wealth: See Table B-27




STATe == TLL

YEAR -- 1975

OISTRICT TYPE ==

MEASURES OF MEAN

TABLE B-32

ELEMENTARY

«171%6

NUMBEr OF DISTRICTS =- 448

NUMBER OF PUPJILS ==

506529

NJUMBER OF WJEIGHTED PUPILS -= 519179

AMNMALYSIS

ERUALITYs AND plSTRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
F1ScaL NguraAvav - PUP L. PUPIL
1. MtAN EXP 1178,90000 1246.40000 1216.10000
2. RANGE 2788,06000 ~788,00000 2781,00000
3, REg RANGE 877,83600 R01,53000 #19,95000
4, FED R R 1,04380 . 91450 . 96770
5. REL MN DEV 18715 ' 71“568 «15655
6. PERM VAR .85270 «8577¢ ‘ «86660
7, VAR 96564 ,00600 - 65395,00000 68271,00000
8, CCEF VAR 2C 36N «20517 21486
9. STO DEV LGS «23300 .1950C «20700
10, GINI .13280n «1090¢C «11500
11. Si™ CorR 67070 «5182¢ 54572
12, SLOPE 4,838490 5,96190 6,47430
13, SLOPE w2 5,8436¢ 6,4505¢ 7.25500
14¢ SLOPE w3 4469220 6419970 72557
15, ExP DIF 395,11000 275,16000 219,60000
16, HICk GInI .07300 .0510n 405930
17« MLAN 43410400 36.186¢0 35.30400
18, STU DEV W 43,07500 22,2270¢ 22,024%00
19, ELAST W «17691 e1730¢ 18793
20, ELAST ,2 21266 18727 21062
21, FELAST W3 «17999 21054

Variable descriptions:

° _ 1. a. Pupils (unweighted):. See Table B-27  (I1linois-Unit, 1972).
b. Pupils (weighted): See Table B-27 (I11inois-Unit, 1972).
) 2. Revenues: See Table B-27 _ {INinois-Unit, 1972).
° . 3. Wealth: See Table B-27 (Illinois-Unit, 1972).
4. Districts: A1l Elementary districts.
®




TABLE B-33

STATE == XANS MUMBER of DISTIRICTS == 309

YEAR -= 1975 NUMBER OF PUPILS =- 469458

DISTRICT TYPF == 1 NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =--

unT T 2 F ANALYSTIS

MEASURES OF MEAp.,

EQUALITY, AND - pISTRICT UNWE IGHTED WELGHTED
FISCAL NFUTRALITY : » PUPIL PUPEE---

MFAN FXP 1011,00000 a89,00000 U,00000
;: RAMGE 3397.00000 3397.00000 0.00000
"3, . RES RANGF 884,00000 - 650,00000 0.00000
4, FED P R 1.34970 1.06790 0.00000
5. REL ™N Dfy .22645 +17683 0,00000

6e. PERM VAR = 81482 «82746 ~0.000up

7. VAR 103740.00000 53850,00000 <N00N0 -
8, COEF VAR «3186% +26113 0.00000
9. STD NEV LGS «29598 +29135 0.10000
10, GIMI .16030 .13240 0,.000u0
11. SIM CORR +56950 «57080 000000
12, SLOPE W 9,74500 9,78600 0.00000
13, SLOPE W2 11.12700 11,21500 0,00000
14, SLOPE W3 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000
15, . E¥P OIF 419,53000 420,06000 0.00000
16, HICK GINT 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000
17, MEAN W 35,21700 26.44300 - 000000
18, sTD DEV y 18,82200 10,62400 6.00000
19, ELAST ¥ .3394¢ .29108 ¢,n00N0
20, ELAST W2 .38760 «32359 0.00000
0,00000 0,00000 0.00000

21, ELAST W3

Variable descriptions:

W -

. Districts: All.

[y T Y Y prpspnpe e T Y Y P DL L L L L

. Pupils: Average Daily Membership (ADM).

. Wealth: Equalized Assessed Valuation.

. Revenu#s: Local and state revenues exciuding debt service and capital;




STA
YEA

b1s

11,
12,
13,
14,
15,
1¢,
17,
18.
19,
20,

TABLE B-34

TE == KANS o NUMBER OF FISTRICTS -- 308
R == 1974 . NUMBER OF FUPILS -+ 447033
TRICT TYPE == 1 | NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =-

UNTT OF ANALYSTIS

MEASURES OF MEAM,

. EQUALITY, AND pPISTRICT UNWEIGHTED . WEIGHTED
FISCAL NEUTRALITY - _ . PUPIL PUPIL
MEAN EXP ' 1946,00000 - luau,00000 u,00000
RANGE 4553,00000 . 4553,00000 0,00000

- RES RANGg 2199,00000 1320,00000 0,000n0
FENP R R ‘ ©1.98750 1.30840 0,00000
REL MN Dev 28616 21761 0,00000

PERM_VAR = 78572 «88501 - - 0,00070
VAR 5§32040,00000 ~ 221310,00000 -~ — ° - — 6500000 —
COEF VAR 37482 .31708 0,00000
STD DEV | GS , 35318 . ,28951 0,00000
GINI +20050 »15580 0,00000
SIM CORR ' 84490 .84630 _ 0,00000
SLOPE W ' 20,93100 21,02100 0.00000
SLOPE W2 25415900 25,32400 _ 0,00000

. SLOPE W3 0.00000 0,0G000 -~ 0,00000
ExP DIF 1424,00000 1485,40000 . . 0,00000
HICK GINI : 0.00000 0,00000 © 0,00000
MEAN W , 52.03400 36,57900 . 0,00000
STD DEV y , 29.44400 17.49400 0.00000
ELAST W « 55967 , 51814 0,00000
ELAST W2 67273 62421 . 0,00000
ELAST W3 ‘ . 0,00000 0,00000 0,n00000

21,

Variable descriptions:

See Table B-33 (Kansas, 1972).




TABLE B-35

STaTr == «TY 'NMBE2 OF OISTRICTS == 189

YEAR == 1972 NUMBER OF PUPILS == 656,247

OLSTRICT TYPL e= 1 NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

UNI+ 0F ANALYSI1S

MEASURES OF MEANe .
ESUALITYs aND JLSTRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED

659.920C0 , 0.00000

2, RANGE 559,83000 559 ,830G0 0.00000

3, RES RANGF 282,06000, 407,320C0 0.00000

4, FeD R R .S54657: .78834 0.00000

Se REL MV DEV 11001 , «16509 0.00000

' PLRM VAR 90067 .92096 0.00000
vA? .

1, MLAN EXP 615.,48000

COEF VAR

. SID DEV LG3
G611

slm ColR
SLOPE W
SLOPE W2
SLOPE W3
EXP DIF
HICk GInI

CMEAN W
S10 DEY W
ELAST W
ELAST W2
ELAST w3

8491,680000 . _ _16354,00000 . _0,00000

«14972
«13a00n
«+07718

.50660;
5075100'

30“95°ﬂ
3.,157n0

94,0884an"

LOUS7A
36,30060
14,%0200

22123

«20613
+18619

«19378
«18598
.10674
. 708%0
6,365G0

6,66900 -

8.91100

236,40090

.08229
59,26200
140236(20

« 37806

« 39677

.53016

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0,00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.,00000
0,00000
0.00000
0.00000
0,00000
0.,000460
0.00000.

Varfable descriptions: _ |
1. Pupil (unweighted): Average Daily Attendance (ADA).

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues excluding debt service and capital.
3. Wealth: State equaiized assessed valuation. (Equalized to 100% of market value.)
4. Districts: All o _ .

3(}4




STATE == «TY
- YEAR == 1975

QISTRICT TYPE == 1

MEASURES 0OF MEAN.

" TABLE B-36

NIMBER OF JISTRICIS -- 182
NUMBFR OF PUPILS == §22483

NIUMBER OF WEI1GHTED PUPILS ==

WNIT nF ANALYSLS
-------------'n---v-----.vh\-n----- '
N WEIGHTED

VariabIevdeSCriptions:

See Table B-35

(Kentucky, 1972).

EQUALITYs AND 9ISTRICT UNWEIGHTED }
FISCAL NEUTRALITY - PUPIL PUPIL
1. MEAN ExP 865.5900n - 9350.,47000 0.00000
2. RANGE 638,4200n A38,2000 0.00000
3, REs RANGE. 307,8500n £51,03000 - 0,00000
4, FED R R J41961 .884¢97 0.00000
5. REL MN DEV «1078n0 «13358 0.00000
6. PLRM VAR 90426 . 992333 0.00000
7. VAR _ 17693,00000 51082,00000 0,00000
8, COEF VvaR  «15367 - 023779 0.,00000
9. STO DEV LGS «13800 21852 " 0.,00000
10, GINI . "+07619 .124¢3 0.,00000
11, SI™ CORR .5733n . 78380 0.00000
12, SLOPE 4,085%0n 8,26000 0.00000
13, SLOPE w2 3,75400n 8.,287¢00 0.00000
14, SLOPE u3 3.0590n 10,17500 0.00000
15, EXP DIF.. 114,1800n ul6,70000 0.,00000
16, HICk GINI 04520 " .,10573 0,00000
17, MEAN W 48,3640 55,32300 0,00000
18, STJ DEv W 18,66500n 21, 44600 0,00000
19, ELAST W ° 22825 48078 0.000n0
© 20, ELAST W2 «20975 JU4B225 0.00000
21, ELAST i3 17092 e 53225 ‘0,00000




&

'TABLE B-37

STaTe == LOU | E NUMBER OF OLSTRICTS == g6

YEAR == 1972 - _NMOEw OF PUPILS == 840359

DISTRICT TYPL == 1 - NIMBER OF WEXGHTED PUPILS ==

UNIT o0oF. ANALYSILS

MLASURES OF MEANS

EQUALITYs aANpD - 0LSTRIcT. UﬂHeIGHTEQ ﬂtlsﬂrso
FISCAL NEUTRALILTY ' R PUPIL ' PIPIL
1, MeAN EXP » . 703,00000 . 708,00000 ' 0,00000
2, RANGE - 405,00000 405,00000 . . 0,00000
3, RES RANGE . 24%,00000 779,00000 0.,00000
4, FEO R R 40956 : .29388 - ~ '0,00000
%S¢ RtlL MN DEV «07963 o 07299 0,00000
6, PERM VAR 90942 492799 0,00000
7, vAR. 5156,00000 36583,00000 8.00000
8, CUEF VAR «10208 : 0308997 © 0,00000

9. STV DEV LGS +09950 . «08625 : 0.00000
10, GINI 1 «05571 ,04841 0,00000
11, SL1M CORR Y 417407 4386153 0,00000
12, SLOPE W 3,17260 6,32670 : 0.00000
13, SLOPE W2 . 15,36200 11,26700 0.00000
14, SLOPE W3 -~ .12,63400 11,08600 _ 0.,00000
‘18, Exp OIF - 0,00000 ~ 0,00000 " 0,00000
16, HICK GINI ‘ 3 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000
17, MeAN W 6,31800 - 7,23500 . 0.,00000
18, SI!0 DEV y ‘83497000 3,2%700 0,00000
190 EL“ST W 002651 00‘“93 T 0.00000
20, ELAST w2 .13806 .. +11963 .~ 0,00000
21, ELAST W3 011354 ' . +11377 0.70000

~

Variable descriptions:

1. Pubils (unweighted); Average Daily Membership (ADM).

2. Revenues: Local and State Revenues: Local revenues include property taxes in
the following categories: constitutional tax; special maintenance and opera-
tions tax; special leeway tax -- at both the parish and district/ward level.
Revenues also include: 'rents, leases, sales taxes, tuition, special appropri-
ations, interest, grants, sale of junk, and miscellaneous. State revenues
are from the school equalization fund, sixteenth section lands (interest),
codofil (French language), revenue sharing, severance tax, contribution to
teacher retirement, the state portion of vocaticnal education, crippled and
exceptional children's fund, and adult education.

3. Wealth: Assessed Valye. (Note Equalized Assessed Value is not used in aid
distribution until 1976-77.) ' o

Jung
4, Districts: All.




STATt == LOU N'MBE; OF DISTRICTS == 66

- YEAR == 1975 NMBEm OF PUPILS =-830550

‘ .
DISTRICT TYPE == 1 NUMBgr OF WEIGHTEU PUPILS ==
- . UNIT anF ANALYSIS
@ MEASURES OF MEANS . ’ :
. EQUALLTYe ANpD o4STRICT UNWELGHTED weIGHTED
- . F1SCAL NEUTRALITY ‘ A _ : . PUPIL PUPTL
1, MtAN tXP 1029,00000 1049.,00000 0.00000
2, RANGE 585,00000 585,00000 . 0,00000
3, REs RANGE 399,00Q000 283,00000 0,00000
4, FeD R R JH4165 .31165 "0,00000
5, RtL MN DEV - +08692 07963 0.00000
6. PELRM VAR 092144 .90618 0,00000
7. VAR 15195,00000 10135.,00000 0.00000
8, COEF VAR ' .11550 . 09594 0.00000"
9, STO DEV LGS .11038 «09492 0.,00000
10, GINI ,06111 . 05342 0,00000 .
11, sim CORR .28082 36969 0.00000
12, SLOPE W 6,95350 8,63250 0,00000
13, SLOPE W2 28,37100 16,49600 0.00000
14, SLOPE W3 25.83300 17.,01900 0,00000
15, EXP 0IF 0,00000 0,00000 0.00000
16, HICK GINI 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000
17, MEAN 6.,39400 7.,19%00 0,90000
18, SV0 DEV W 5,01600 3,80100 0,00000
19, ELAST W 04279 .05921 0.,0000C
20, ELAST w2 17459 113514 0.00000
21, ELAST W3 L14667 ,11673 0.00000
Variable descriptions:
1. Pupils (unwe1ghted) See Tab1e8-37(Lou1s1ana 1972). 4
2. Revenues: Same as Louisiana 1672 but 10ca1 revenues a150 include food serv.ce
collections and state revenues 1nc1ude all vocational education revenues.

3. Wealth: See Table B-37 (Louisiana, 1972)..
4. Districts: See Table B-37 (Louisiana, 1972).




STATE <= MAINF

YEAR = 197>

CISTRICT TYPE = 1

MEASURES OF MEAM W
EQUALITY, aAmMD

FISCAL NFUTRALITY

TABLE B-39
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS == 265
NUMBZR OF PUPILS == 246676
NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =- e

UuMIT OF ANALYSIS -

1, MCAN EXP
2. RANGE

3. RES RANGF.
4. FED R R

%, REL.MN Dfy-
6. PERM VAR
7. VAR

8. COEF VAR
9,- STNh DEV.i6%
1o.~ GINI

11, SIM CORR
12, SLOPE W
13, SLOPE W2
14, SLOPF W3
15, ExP DIF
16 HICK GINTY
17, MEAN W
18, STD PEV w
19, ELAST W
20, ELAST W2
21, ELAST W3

- Yariable descrigtionsﬁ

1. Pupils: Average Daily Membership (ADM)
2. Revenués: Local and state revenues excluding debt service and capital.

|

3. Wealth; Equalized Assessed Valuation. ‘ A ' .
‘ A \

|

4. Districts: AIl.

DISTRICT UNWE IGHTED WEIGHTEL @
' PUPIL - eUPIL
938,00000 A 824,00000 0,00000
9919,.00000 3919.,0N0000 ~ 0.00000
1180.00000 548,00000 ~ 0,000n0 @
2032650 . ; 997030 oonoono :
«30892 .15661 . 0,00000
1050590 ' 065029 . 000“0“0
463490,00000 , 3508M,00000 0.n0000
.0725“6 022720 0."0000 N T
38544 022692 0,00000 @
°22510 . «11880 0.00000 .
057670 ) 057550 . '0.00000
3.13000 3.13300 0.00000
2.11180 2.13550 0.00000
0.00000 : 0.00600 0.00000
530,81000 %19,.,11000 - . 0,00000 o
0.00000 : 0.,00000 0.00000 \
60.89500 30,20300 0,00000
12%.44000 21.64100 . 0,00000
.20320 .11514 0.n0000
013710 : 0075“6 ) : 0.00000
0,00000 0.00000 - 0,00000 ®




TABLE  B-40

STATE == MAINC ~UMBER OF DISIRICTS == 275

YEAR == 1975 NUMBER OF PUPILS =-- 246621

DISTRICT TYPE -- 1 MUMBER OF VEIGHTED PUPILS ==

UNTIT J F & NALYSTIS

MEASURES OF MEAM.

UNWE. IGHTFU WEIGHTED

e

EauALITY, AND DISTRICT
FISCAL. NEUTRALILTY : pUPIL ' o pUPIL
.----------------’C----------.--------------------------------------------.
1, MEAN EXP 1113,00000 1036,00000 0,00000
2. RANGE 3379.,00000 3379,00000 0.,00000
3, 'RES RANGF 1054,00000 519,00000 " U,00000
4, FED R R 1,4019¢0 +85510 0.,n00000
5, REL MN Dfv T .21164 12606 0.00000
6. PERM VAR .88106 87994 0.00000
7. VAR . 134930,00000 35023,00000 "0,00000
8. COEF VAR . 33014 10319 0.00000
9, 'STD PEV LGS «29195% 020336 0,N00N0
10, GINIX 15360 .09820 0,00000
11, SIM CORR .31500 .31600 0,00000
12. LOPE W © +8%5400 « 86300 0,00000
13, SLOPE W2 2,29330 2.,40070 0.,00000
14, SLOPE W3 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000
15, ExP NDIF  649,%0000 £529,71000 0,0000¢C
16, HICK GINI 0.,00000 0.00000 0.00000
17, MEAN W 77.41500 42,51900 0,000n0
18, STN DEV y 135,44090 31,42500 V. 0UVLL
19, ELAST W 05940 03542 . 0,00000
. 20, ELAST W2 16647, .02853 c.noouy
21, ELAST W3 n,00000 P.00000 0,00000
variable descriptions:
3
See Table B-39 (Maine, 1972).
3 0
f
{




TABLE B-41 o

STATE == MRND NUMBZR OF DISTRICTS == 24 .

YEAR == 1974 NUMBIR OF PUPILS == 829094

DISTRICT .TYPE o= 1 NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =-

) UNIT OJ3F ANALYSTIS

SURE MEAMN, .

) 'éiﬁi‘fnifiuo DISTRICT UNWE T6HTED WwelgHTED @
FISCAL NEUTRALITY . PUPIL PUPIL .
--------;-----------.---------------b-------------’-----------------_-O .

1, MEAN EXP 1476,00000 1517,00000 0,00000°

2: RANGE 93R,00000 938.,00000 0,00000

3. RES RANGg 584,00000 . 82%,00000 U,00000 @
4, FED R R «50040 6U450 0.Nn0000

%, KEL MN DFv 11833 +12970 0.00000

6. PERM VAR . +82517 095853 0,00000

7. VAR 46557.,00000 61299,09000 ~ 0,00000

8, COEF VAR T 214619 ‘ «15390 . 0,00000

9, STN NREV LGS " +14059 14975 0,00000 . @

. 10, GINI ° 207970 .08400 ¢,00000

11. SIM CORR . +6843¢ «70710 0.00010

12, SLOPE W o 8.56700 9,52400 0,00000

13, SLOPE W2 13.58200 14,06600 0,00000

14, SLOPF W3 1%.,12100 16.02900 0,000n0 -
15, EXP DIF 521,%50000 54%5,68000 0,00000 g
16, HICK GINT 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000
17, MEAN W 47,54800 49,84900 0,00000
1a, STD PEV y 17.23500 15,67000 0.00000

19, ELAST W .27598. .293581 v,00000

20, ELAST W2 43753 o43363 0,00000
21,  ELAST W3 LU8T11 L49ule 0.,00000 @
Variable descriptions: ' _ :

1. Pupils: Average Daily Membership (ADM), . Py

2. Revenues: Local and state revenues excluding' debt sefvice and capital. = <
3. Wealth: Equalized Assessed Valuation.
4. Districts: All.

314




STATE <= MASS

. «

3 | PISTRICT TYPE == 1
-  MEASURES OF MEAN,
s EQUALITY, AND

FISCAL NEUTRALITY -

TABLE = B-42

UnTT

DISTRICT

-

MUMBER OF DISTRICTS =-- 351. = -
NUMBER OF PUPILS -- 1144459

NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =o

9F ANALYSTIS

-----.--------uﬂ---------------

UNWE IGHTED

pPUPIL

WEIGHTED

PUPIL

°

.
2 _
3 - ey Y R Y L L L L F Lo A Ll
-------------------------------Iv---------.-‘- YTooooo® - .
. .

3. MEAN EXP °

- 2. RANGE
¢ 3, RES RANGE
‘4o FED R R

5., REL MN Dry
6 PERM VAR

- 7. VAR
e 8. COEF VAR
@ 9, STN DEV |.GS
‘ 10, GINI

11, SIM CORR
12, SLOPF W

13, SLOPE W2
14, SLOPE W3.

P - 1%, ExP DIF
_ 1g. HICK GINI
17. MEAN W

18, STD DEV y
19, ELAST W

20, ELAST W2
Py 21, ELAST W3

Variable descriptions:

1646,00000
45%9,00000
930,00001

473070
13162 -

«89003
120760.,00000

21111

17646

« 09660
«63780
1.52200
2,06000
0,00000
600,91000
N,00000
81,6400
14%5,65000
. « 07553
.10223
0,00000

1. Pupils:. Average Daily Membership (ADM).

*

‘ -

- 3. Wealth: Equalized Assessed Valuation.
e 4. Districts: All.
@

311

1697.00000
4559,00000
1421,000C0
1.09770
15829
'091002
144130.00000

022374

20094
011200
62260
1.52100
2.06500
0.,00000
590,85000
0.00000
55,13900
33,75800
04942

« 06710
0,00000

0,00000
0,00000

©¢,N0000

0.00000
o.,nr0000
0,00000

~0,00000
0.n00N0

0.,00000
0,00000
g.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0,00000
0.000n0
0.00000
0,n0000
P.0000U0
6,00000

0.00000
0,00000

2. Revenues: Expenditures from 10é61 and state revenues, with minor exceptions,
- excluding debt service and capital.




. . . ]

4.

Districts: All

. ®
TABLE B-43 :
SIFATE =+ w1@H NUHHFR\UF DISTRICTS == 524
YEAR == 1371 NUMHBER OF PUPILS == 2,179,299 X
‘ . ' ®
DISTRICT TYnE == NUMBEPR OF WEIGHTEU PUPILS ==
» . . o .-
WNIT OF ANALYSIS -
e Y T PR L L L L L Ll ol bt g
MEASJRES OF "EAN. ” o ®
cUALITY. AND 213VRYCT UNYETGHTED WEIGHTEDN -
rIScaL NCUTRALITY PUPIL. PUPIL
1, MLAN ExP 835,25000 832.42000 6.,00000
2. RAMGE 847,72000 . a+7,72000 0.00000 ®
3, RES RANGE 354%,36000 422,06000 0.00000
4, FED R R .S0u40n . 58704 0,00000
5. RLL M\ DEV 10154 10834 0.00000
6, PLRM VAR « 23057 _ 92506 0.00000
7. VAR 14157,00000 17131,00060" 6.00000
8, COEF V&R L1425 S14841 0.00000
9, STD DEv LGS -~ 13045 «13961 0.00000 @
10. .GINI 07233 07800 0.00000
11, sIm CorR ~ +5004n 71340 0.00000
12, SLOPE 3,9527n 6,16590 0.00000
- 13, SLOPE. 42 4,1387n 6,254%9n 2.00000
14, SLOPE w3 4011770 6e36699 0.00000
15, Exp OIF 147,3200n 199,51000 0.0000C ®
16, HLICK GINI LO04274 . 05465 " 0,00000
17, MEAN W 34,.8500n 37,794Q90 0.00000
18, STOD DEv W 13,08n0n 15,15200 - 0.00000
19, ELAST W © ele49z © . 26409 0.00000
20, ELAST w? .1726A A ,26790 0.00000
21, FLAST W3 .17181 .27269 .0,00000 e
Variable descriptions: .
1. Pupils (unwg"lghted): State aid -membership defined as the number of pupﬂé ®
Tegally enrolled at the close of school on the fourth Friday following
Labor Day. N : |
2. Revenues: State and local revenues excluding revenues for debt service and '
capital. : W : '
— 3. Wealth: State equalized assessed value, _



TABLE B-44

°
STATE == WICH NIMBFo OF DISTRICTS == ‘523
YEAR =~ 1977 NUMéEn OF P'JPILSF == 2157133
e DISTRICT TYPE == 1

NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

HWNIT nF ANALYSTIS

------------------‘.------G--‘.-'-‘

MEASURES OF MEAN. R
UNWEIGHTED

®. EQGUALITYes aAND AISIRTICT WELBHTED
. _ FI1SCAL NEJTRALITY PUPIL PUPIL
_ 1, MEAN ExP 915,0000n 047.64000 0.00000
~ 2, - RANGE 1228 ,5000n 1228,50000 N.00000
® 3, RES RA\GE 386,8900n 439,12000 0.00000
- 4. FED R’ % «5040n « 55479 0,00000
5. REL MV DEV 10214 +11858 0.00000
6, PERM VAR «9349% .91482 0,00000
7. VAR 17984%,00000 21%98,00000 0,00000
- 8, COEF vaR ,1464q  .15436 0,00000
) 9. STO DEvV LGS o13159 o14353 0.00000
L 10. GINI «07221 .08138 0.00000
11, sIu CogrRr. « 99914 62802 0.0000¢C
12, SLOPE u 3.86800 5,57900 . 0,60000
13, SLOPE 42 3,7961¢0 5,57100 0,00000
.7 ly. SLOPE u3 . 3.B438n 5:65680 0.00000
® 15, €ExP 0OIF 1150,8200n 181,13000 0.00000
_ 16, HICK GINI Lo ,0427s .05038 0.00000
17« MEAN W 38,4560n 40.,79300 0,00000
18, STD DEv W 20.7730n 16 ,46600 0.00000
N 19, ELAST W 016239 24016 0.00000
20, ELAST ,2 15937 23901 0.00000
e 21, ELAST W3 16137 - .20351 0,00000
- Variables descriptions: .
® See Table B-43 (Michigan 1971).
. -
@




TABLE B-45

STATE == vICH N MBEr OF DISTRICTIS == 523

YEAR == 1973 NUMBER OF PUPILS ==2,121,090

NDISTRICT TYPE == 1 N'IMBEw OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

ANALYSILS

Variable descriptions:

See Table B-43

(Miéh1gan 1971)

NNIT r. F
MEASURES OF MEAM. , :
EQUALITYs AND 3ISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED -
F1SCAL NEUTRALITY PUPIL PJPIL
i, Mt AM EXP 1022.7000(! 1n79,30000 0.00000
2, RANGE 1130,8000n 1:30,80000 - 0400000
3, REs RANGE 453,4000n - 487,99000 . 0,00000:
'y, FFD R R. 54974 55472 0.00000
Se REL N DEV «09794 «N9522 0.00000
6. PERYM VAR . 49222A « 90478 0.00000
7., yAR 20679,00000 2174 ,00000 0.00000
8, COEF VaR 14061 e13734 0,00000
3, ST DEvV LGS e13034 °e13U16 0.00000
10, GINI «0717n .07138 0.00000
11, slm CoRR 58254 .63670 0.00000
12, SLOPE W 3,5047n 5,2092) 0.00000
13, SLOPE w2 3,4652 '9,43890 0,00000
14, SLOPE w3 3.0479n 5.27480 0.000006
15, Ex? pIF - 142,5500n 199,81000 0.00000
16, HICx GTnI .03614 LOU415S 0.00000
17, MEAN W 42,2290n 44 ,15000 0.,00000
18, ST10 nNEv W- 23,9%020n 18,11900 0.00000 -
19. FELAST W eluy7 «21309 0.00000
20, ELAST 42 .1430A4 22494 0.,00000
21, ELAST w3 .1258% 021577

N




STATE == vICH
YEAR == 1lg74

NISTRICT TYPL == 1

TABLE B-46

N IMBE®

NUMBF &

T NigMBER

MmNIT n

OF 0ISTRICIS -- 523

OFf PUPILS '-2,]00,243

MEAS!URES OF MEA™
EGUALITYs AND
FIScAL NgJTRALITY

J1SIRICT

e e T L S R K A X
. -

1, McAN EXP

2, RENGE
3, REg RANGE
4, FED R R

5. REL MN DEV
6. PERM VAR
7. VAR ,
8, COEF vaR
9, STD DEv L3S
10, GINI
11, Sl% CorR
12, SLOPE W
13, SLOPE w2
14 : £ w3
//;5{h EXP DIF

16 HICKk 5TNT
17, MEAN A
18, STD DEv W
19, ELAST W
20, ELAST w2
21, ELAST W3

Yariable descriptions:

See Table B-43

1131,9000n

,1155050000

473,18n0n
" 290393
«0974n

~092079'

22787.00000
‘v 13337
01251y
« 06976
.51887

2,7135n
3,2972n

. 2628490
170,4100n
JU322a
47,8160n
28,855n0n
11463

.13929 .

OF WCIGHTED PUPILS ==
F ANALYSIS
UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
PJPTIL PJo1IL
1189,10000 0.00000 -
1158,50000 0,00000
536,95000 0.00000
. S5NAT 0.00000
03339 0.,00000
: 92287 0,00000
2us37,00300° 0.00000
.13206 0,00000
« 12592 . 0,00000
, 06965 ' 0,00000 ..
.61423 0,00000
4,68510 0.00009
5,255n0 0,00000
4.82350 0.,00000
197032000~ 0.,00000
. 04936 0,00000
48,55600 0,00009
20,58600 0.,00000
.19131 0,00000
21458 0,00000
.19696 . . 0,00000

«12609

(Michigan. 1971)
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B-47

TABLE
STATE == MINN N'MBER OF QISTRICTS ==435. . -
YEAR == 1971 NUMBER OF PUPILS =- 904,558
UISTRICT TYPE = 1 NUMEeR OF WeIGHTELD PUPILS ==
UNISF OF ANALYS1S
MLASURES OF MEANe. , . _ .
EWUALITY, aNpD ‘9ISTRICT UNMEIGHTED WEIGHTED
F1SCAL NEUTRALITY PUPIL PUPTL
. .---------------Q--------d--------q------------------.--------------o---.¢.
1, McAN &XP 948,59000 972.,66000 ,  0,00000
2, RANGE 1430,00000 1430,00000 ' 0,00000
3, Rts RANGE 444,00000 401,00000 0.00000
8, FEtO R R 57963 «50480 - 0.,00000
S, RtL MN DEV 11240  «10352 10,00000
6, PLRM VAR 90666 «21754 0,00000
7. VAR 24115,00000 22009,00000 0,00000
8, CUEF VAR 16371 15252 0,00000
9 STOD DEV L6S «15100 14737 0,00000
10, G&INI «08169 .07611 0.00000
11, Sim CoORR 25970 #1270 0.00000
12, SLOPE W 6,62800 12,95300 0.00000
13, SLOPE 42 5.80300. 11,98400 - 0,00000
1“. ,SLOPE W3 1070000 ) 10003200 ' °o°‘°‘°°°
18, EXP OILF 11,22800 +00,35000 0.60000
16, HMICK GINI 0,00000 0,00000 0,00000
17, mtAy W 10,30900 10,98400 0.00000
18, STO 0EV 6.,008%00 4,72730 0,00000
19, ELAST W «07203 014627 0.,00000
20, ELAST W2 006307 013533 0.,00000
ELAST W3 01848 . .00000

Variable descriptions:

12289 0

{. Pupils; Average Daily Membership (ADM).

. Revenues: Total state and local revenues excluding debt service and capital.

2
3.‘ Wealth: Total assessed valuation. (Equal1zgd to 27,492 of market value.)
4

. Districts: All d1str1cts except two

per pupil.
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TABLE B-48

e - STATE == MINN " NnMBFR OF OASTRICIS == 435

YEAR == 1975 N°MHEn OF PUPILS == 873,057

VISTRICT TYPE =+ 1 NgUHB_ER OF WeIGHTEU PUPILS ==

UNTIT OF ANALY SIS

® MLASURES OF MEANe

WEIGHTED

Revenues: . See Table B-47

Wealth: Total assessed valuation (EqﬁaHz"ed to 22.06% of market value.)

Districts: See Table B-47

(Minnesota, 1971).

(Minnesota, 1971).

EQUALITY. aND JISTRICT UNWEIGHTED
- FISCAL NEUTRALITY PUPIL PUPIL
.------------------------------------------‘-------B------------......--..0,
.- 1.  MELAN EXP 1519,30000 1354,20000 0.,00000
® 2, RANGE 1083,00000 1083,00000 0,00000
"~ 3, Res RANGE 506,00000 %562,00000 0.00000
4, FLD R R 45668 . J49779 0.,00000
5, RtlL MN DEV 009554 209916 - 0,00000
6., PLRM VAR +91103 +92969 0,00000
- 7. VAR 34052,00000. 28735,00000 0.,00000
o 8 CUEF VAR «13988 «12531 0.00000 .
. 9, Slu DEV LGS «12500 «12207 0,00000
~ 10, GinI .06852 . 06959 0,00000"
11, S1M CORR .11030 J41110 0,00000
12, SLOPE W 2,05800 10,96500 0,00000
.- 13, SLOPE W2 4.54800 13,80700 0.00000
e 14, SLOPE W3 3,49%500 13,66500 0,00000
15, Exp OIF 67,22500 173,89000 0.00000
~ 16, HICK GINI 0,00000 0,00000 9,00000
17, MEAN W 15,45600 15,31400 0.,00000
18, STD DEV W '9,89300 6,36230 0,00000
- 19, ELAST W 02411 .12400 0.,00000
Py 20, CELAST w2 05328 v15614 0,00000
21, FLAST A3 04094 J15453 0,00000
- Variable descriptions:
‘.' 1. Pupils (unweighted): See-Table B-47 (Minnesota, 1971).




| STATL == MISS N MBEg OF DISTRICIS == 150

YEAR == 1971 N \MBEn OF PUPILS == 526424

DISTRICT TYPL == 1 N’ MBEn OF WEIGHTEL PUPILS ==

UNIT n F ANALYSIS
- MELASURES OF MEAN  WEIGHTED

Variable descriptions: -

‘ EQUALITYs aANg oiSTRICT UNNEIGHTED
. FISCAL NEUTRALITY . ) . ‘ Pdtll.- -----------:2:{&--0
1 tAN EXP %64.00000 «78.00000 0.00000 -
2: :Ause .333,00000 333,00000 0,00000
3, RES-RANGe 186,00000 302,00000 0.008000
4, FeO R R #8369 «77926 o.oooog
Se Rl "N OEV «10281 12267 e.0000
6, PLRM VAR «918%6 92355 ~ 0,00000
7, yAR - 3613,00000 5710,00000 0,00000
8, COEF VAR «129%6 ' «1579% .0.00302-
9. STO DEV LGS 16444 014841 6.0000
10. GiINI «07080 « 08431 0.00003
11, sim CORR #1767 « 73980 0.,0000
12, SLOPE W 2,07%4%0 1,75630 0.,00000
13, SLOPE w2 %,974%00 4, 75650 g.ggggg |
14 SLOPE W3 4¢55030 2014480 °
1S, EXP OIF 0.00000 0,00000 o.oooog :
16, HICK GINI 0,00000 0.00000 0.0000
17, MEAN 4 $,59600 14,82%00 ‘o.o.aooo
18, -STO DEV W 12,16100 11,85000 0,00000
19, ELAST W .02498 003447 o.::gog
20, ELAST w2 «05999 “e14781 g.0000
21. ELAST W3 «05488 06652

1.
2.

Pupils (unweighted): End of first month enroliment.

Revenues: Local and State Revenues: Local revenues include all revenues from
local sources: property taxes; mineral lease tax; other taxes; tuition and
transportation fees; sixteenth section income; and revenues from intermediate
sources. State revenues are for the minimum program, vocational education,
community funds, the severance tax, homestead reimbursements, driver education, .
adult education, and textbooks. However, since local revenues include property

taxes for capital purposes, expendutures for capital and debt services are
excluded from the revenue total. .

Wealth: Assessed property&aluat'lon. (Note, not equalized.)
Districts: AIl | '
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STATL == MISS
YEAR == 1975

DISTRICT TYpi == 1

ASURES OF MEAN
EWUALLITYy aAND
FLISCAL NEUTRALITY

1, MeAN EXP
2, RANGE

3, Res RANGE
4, FEDO R R
Be R.L MN DEV
6, PtRM VAR
7. VAR

8, CUEF VAR
9, - STO OEV LGS
10, GBINI

11, Ssim CORR
‘12, SLOPE W
13, SLOPE w2
14, SLOPE W3
. 18, EXP OIF
16, ~ HICK GINI
17, MEAN g
18, STO DEV W
19, ELAST W
20, ELAST we
21, ELAST w3

Valuable descriptions: 4

See Table g-4g(Mississippi 1971).

"TABLE  B-50

N MBEn OF PUPILS == 509428

NAMBER OF OLSTRICTS == 150

NMBER OF WEIGHTEUV PUPILS ==

UNIT oF ANALYSILS

OLSTRICT

725.00000
540,00000
272,00000

JUSTHS
08697
91432

6848,00000

«11409
+1101y
06193
JHTTLT
2,73820
4,93260

469310

0,00000
0,00000
6,80700
14,46900
< 02571
s 04631
. 04406

UNWELGHTED

PUPIL

74400000
$40,00000

485,00000

. 78678
«10907
+92618
13438,00000
' +15400
14133
.07856

L 79241

- 2,47750
4,26670
5,51570
0,00000
0.,00000

17,57000

‘14,11500

05851
«10076
.13026

WeIGHTED
PUPIL.

0.00000
0.00000
0,00000 -
0,00000
0.00000

9,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000

0.00000
0.00000
0.,00000




TNBLE_ B-51 .

STATE =- “0. NUMBEr OF DISTR'ICTS. == 455

YEAR == 1974 NUMBFR OF PUPILS == 848,858

NISTRICT TYPE == UNIFIED NUMBER OF WJETGHTED PUPILS ==

UNLT nF ANALYSIS

MLASURES UF MEAN,

Variable descriptionsﬁ

1. Pupil (unweighted): Average Daily Attendancg (ADA).

EYUALITY . AND JLSIRICT UMWEILHTED WEIGHTED
FISCAL NCUTRALITY : PUPIL PJPIL '-
o MCAN tXP 509,£3000 991,72020 0.00000
;. RANGE " 2283,90000 2283,90000 ' '0,00000
3, Rts RANGE 425,090n00n 507,11000 0.00000
4, FED R R .56714 65984 - 0,00000
S. RtlL MN DEV 11769 014013 0.,00000
6e PLRM VAR «B7us3 _ e 92622 0.,00000
7. VAR : 2373%,00000 30457,00000 0,70000
8, COEF VAR ‘ .18971 «19953 0,00000
9. SI0 DEV LGS " «15300 17461 0.,00000
10, GINI .C8319 09853 0,00000
11, Sim CORR e 715400 . 82580 0.09000
12, SLOPE W 21,591¢0p 27,988400 0,00000
13, SLOPE 42 15,4%%10n 24,37800 - 0,00000
14, SLOPE 43 15,23200 _2%.34700 0.00000
15, €xP oIF 182,75000 281,11000 - 0,00000
16, HICk GINI .0589% .0782% - 0,00000
17, MEAN W4 12,4220 13,88400 0.00000
" 18. SI10 DEV W 6,02800 '5,8383¢ 0,00000
. ‘ 13 0.00000
19, ELAST w 29478 *39133 !
. 20, ELAST w2 «21082 o 3#129 ~ 0,00000

2. Revenues: Total local and state revenue excluding‘debt service and capiéal.

3. . Wealth: Reportéd asSéssed valuation. (Equalized to 33.3$’of market.)

4. Districts: A1l Unified districts.

-
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e | TABLE B-52
STATL. == %0 N'MBER OF DISTRICTS ==~ 454
e YEAR -= 137g. NUMBEr OF PUPILS == 834,394
DISTRICT TYPE -= UNIFIED  NUMBFR OF WELGHTED PUPILS ==
_ UNTIF? nF ANALYSILS
s MEASURES OF MEAN ) - |
FAUALITYs AND 3ISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
B F1SCAL NEUTRALITY . , PUPIL. ~ PJIPIL
1.. MELAN EXP 1081, 30000 1157.70000 0,00000
g -2, RANGE 2322,50000 . - 2322,50000 0.,00000
- 3, REs RANGE 4926,15000n 502,89000 0,00000
- 4, FLO RR 55691 57304 0.00000
6+ PLRM VAR .87629 C «93102 0,00000
- 7. VAR 38131,00000 44%10,000¢C0 0,00000"
L 8, CUEF vaAR .18059 .18223 0.,00000
. 9, STD DEv LGS .15100 +16282 0,00000
- 10, GINI . 08239 .09163 '0,00000
11, SIM CORR « 73690 «809390 0.,00000
12. SLOPE W 19.9680n 24,93609 0.00000
- 13, SL.OPE w2 14,9590n 21,93500 0.00000
L 14, SLOPE 3 15,08490 21,68600. 0,00000
15, EXP OIF 219,64000 - 238,48000 0,00000
- 16. HLICK GINI «0588> «07057 -0,00000
17, MLAN W 15,.3130n 16,7710 0.,00000
18, s10 DEy W 7.20600 6,85230 0.00000
- 19, ELAST .28278 .36123 0.00000
e 20, ELAST 42 .21184 31776 0,00000
210_ ELAST W3 021361 0314]5 0.00000
- Variable descriptions: ,
® ' ' |
See Table B-51 (Missouri-Unified, 1974).
e
cﬂ
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TABLE B-53

STATe == 40 WJMBER 'OF DISTRICTS == 110

(FAR == 1974 NUMBER CF{VUPILS == 24,671 v - ..

NISTRIET TYPE -= ELEMENTARY NUMBER. OF wEIGHTED PUPILS ==

te N 1.T  AF ANALYSILIS

Me ASURES OF MEAN.

VariabIe descf1pt1ons:

PupiI (unweighted):

«1360n

Average Daily Attendance (ADA).

EedallTYy aND J1SIRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
F1ScAL NEJUTRALLTY ' PUPIL - PUPIL
1, McAN EXP 68254000 679.,27V00 0,00000
2, RANGE 104¢6,%0000 1040,40000 0,00000
3, Res RAMGE 274,93000 320,96000 0,00000
4, FE0 R R L 48470 . 56585 0.00000
5, REL MN DEV 13350 «12992 0.,00000
6., PLRW VAR 093512 . 92456 0.00000
7. VAR 18921,00000 19616,00000 0,00000 .
8, CULEF VaR 20141 - .20619 . . 0,00000
9. STD DEV LGS 16900 «16987 0.00000
10, GINI ' . 09262 ,09043 0.00000
11, Si% CORR, 96380 ,69650 0.,00000
12, SLIOPE W 11,83700 14,84500 0.,00000
13, SLOPE w2 9,062200 8.46600 0.00000
1%, sLoPE W3 8,%2100 - 7,53%00 0,00000
15, Exp DIF 117,2400n 123,49000 0.,00000
" 16, HICK GINI «0548n ~ .06003 0.00000
17, MeAd 11,16200n 9,56270 0.06000

18, STD DEV W 5,56A00 6,57140 0.00000
19, ELAST ¢ ,19297 .20899 0.00000
20 ELAST w2 1474¢ .11918 0.09000
21, ELAST 3 .10613 0.,00009

Revenues: Total local and state revenue ex¢1u¢1ng'debt service and capital.

Hethh: Reported assessed vaiuation. ‘(Equa11zed to 33.3% of market.)

Districts: All Elementary districts.




STATE

-- w0

YEAR -- lo75

DISTRICT TYPE ==

1.
2.

15.

19.
20,
21,

MLASURES OF
ECUALITY,

AND

ELEMENTARY

YEAN

FISCAL NEUTRALITY

ML AN EXP
RANGE -
REs RANGE
FED R K
RLL N DEV
PLRM VAR
VAR

COEF vAR
S1J NEv LGS
GLINI '
S1M CORR .
SLOPE w
SLOPE 42
SLOPE w3 .
E¥® DRIF
HICK GINI
MEAN W

S1D DEv W
ELAST
ELAST w2
ELAST 43

TABLE B-54

NUMBER OF DiISTRICFS =-- 105

NUMBFR OF PUPILS == 19,603

NUHetR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS == .

WNT G

0 F-

ANALY

o~

o

1S

R L Y Y PR LN N Y N R N

gISIRICT

938,68001
1728,70000n
428 ,bu4poa

97187

«13439
«92376

41830,00000

«21804-
.17900
«C972n
« 55640

UNWEIGHTED

PUPTL

938,21000
1728,70000
‘46“015000

62356
«13424

90352

46410,00000
+22962

13349

«N9709
71640

10,63%600
8,41200
5,9550n

12,69600
'9.1“300
9.18400

182.356000

< 05571.

16,8380n
10,65800

Variable descriptions:

See Table B-53

e1l91ga
.15089
«1534¢

(Missouri-Elementary, 1974).

526487000
. N6287

14,7320n

12,15500
«20217
14415
«14480

WEICHTED

PJPIL

0.00000°
0.00000

. 0.,00000

0,00000
0,00000
0.00000
0,00099
0.00000
0,00009
0.00000
0.00000
0.00009
0.0000v
0,00000
0.00000 .
0.00009
0.,00000
0.00009
0.00000
0.00000
0.,00000.

.
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t

STATE - N H : Pl
YEAR == 197x '

DISTRICT TYPE == 1

MEASURES OF MFAM,

Variable descriptions:

NUMBE2 OF CISTRICTS =- 167
¢ NUMBE? OF PUPILS == 174197
NUMBER? OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =

unryT T F ANALYSTIS

EQUALITY, aND NISTRICT . UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
FISCAL NEUTRALITY : ' PUPIL ° : "PUPIL
1. MEAN EXP 1197,00000 - 1184,60000 . 0,00000
2., RANGF " 4001,90000 %n01,90000 0,70000
3, RES RANGg 783,15000 . %%1,54000 . 0,00000
4, FEDRR : 91570 060607 0.00000
Se REL ™N prVv - 18545 013289 , 0.00000
6.  PERM VAR 86303 '« 89467 0,00000
7. VAR 14,6420,00000 ~ 65277,00000 0,00000
8, COEF VAR . 31968 «220%6 0,00000
9. STN DEV LGS 58530 54979 , 0.n0000
10, GINT .13400 .09500 0,00000
11. SIM CORR +62360 « 52550 0.,00000
12, SLOPF W 2,23430 3,54850 L 0,00000
13, SLOPF W2 : ' 2,%50450 4,872% 0.00000
14, SLOPF W3 3,%2990 - 5.59100 - 0,00000
1%, EXP DIF ' ©© 7544.34000 323,18000 0.00000
16, HICK GINT "~ L09600 .07200 0.,00000
17. MEAN W 9¢&,33400 65.04600 0.00000 .-
18, STO NEV 10€.8¢000 37.84500 0,00000
19, ELAST W .17982 .19819 0,00000
20, ELAST W2 0 2015¢ 2721y 0.00000
21. FLAST w3

28408 « 31227 ' 0,00000

1. Pupils (unweighted): Total numbér of pupils in Average Daily Membership in

residence.

2. ﬁevenues: The sum of locally raised revenues, and all state aid paid
excluding school building aid, area vocational school aid and "other revenue
frun’state sources” (primarily construction aid for area_vocational schools).

3. Wealth: Equalized Property Valuation for 1974.

4. Districts: Includes all single town districts and cooperative school districts

in the state.

TABLE "B-55 y » Sy




YEAR:. == 1974

TABLE B-56

STATE == N NUMBE? OF DISTRICTS -- 578

NUMBE® OF PUPILS =-1449180

® .
.DISTRICT TYPE =< 1 MUMHE2 OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =-1762596
N : )
ynypg T "F ANALYSIS
ry . MEASURES OF MEAM, ‘ ' . 5
- EQUALITY, aND NISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
| FISCAL NFUTRALITY : PUPIL - PUPIL.
- 1. MEAN EXP 1412,40000 1100,50000 1151,%0000
'y 2. RANGF 4667.00000 4£67,00000 3907,90000
3, RES RANGF 1021,.90000 #19,02000 784,92000
- 4, FEP P PR . 1,04470 +T78060 .97128
5., REL ™N DEV ¢ 17750 (14621 «16612
&, PERM VAR : 05402 .87382 AT086
- - 7. VAR , 126290.00000 70ua%,00000 60054,00000
e AR, COEF VAR «2%5135 «18957 .21281
- .10, GINI «12700 .10400 «11700
12. SLOPE W 2.18170 3,08190 4,83370
- 13, SLOPF W2 3.,97200 3,87150 6423000
. 14, SLOPE W3 4,28010 3.88150 6.47140
: 15, -EXP NIF 566.02000 260.52000 393.,11000 -
- 16, HICK GINY .06700 ~ 0,00000 JN8200
17. MEAN W 76460400 6047000 49.72200
. 184 STN NEV y 66412300 33,56000 30.37300
- 719, ELAST W .11833 «13307 .20872
: 20, ELAST W2 $21543 «16716 .26901
e 21, ELAST W3, 23214 <16759 27944

Variable descriptions:

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): The number of children who reside in the school district )
Qo and are enrolled on September 30 in public schools either in their own district

' or in a district to which the school board pays tuition. This count does not
include students sent to county vocational schools.

b. Pupils (wejghted): 'The sum of uhweighted pupils plus .75 for each AFDC student.

2. Revenues: Sum of locally-raised revenues for operating expenditures and state aid
’ » for operating expenditures. Locally-raised revenues for capital and debt
expendi tures are excluded. '

3. Wealth: Annual Equalized Property Valuation.
e 4. Districts: Includes all districts with resident pupils but exciudes;bounty
vocational school districts, county special services district, and three

school districts with extraordinarily high property weaith and negligible
student counts (Teterboro, Rockleigh, and.Stone Harbor Boro). »

“Rc o%s | °




- ’ TABLE . B-57.
- STATE == N | | _NUMBZ? OF DISTRICTS == 575
. . . f .
YEAR == 1975 , ~ “NUMBER OF PUPILS- == 1433045 ®
DISTRICT TYPE == 1 ' MUMYE? OF WEIGHTED PUPILS == 150907 |

"UNIT "F ANALYSTIS

- MEASURFS OF MEAM, . . @
EQUALITY, AMD DISTRICT . UNWEIGHTED " ° {UEIGHTED
FIScAL NpUTRALITY - . PUPIL . "PUPIL
1, MEAN EXP - 1514,50000 T 1=11,20000 1435,10000
2, RANGF . 2706,10000 2706,10000 2537,70000 @
3, RES RANGr 1057.90000 , 939,78000 935,440N00
4, FEN R R : 1,00830 J8uS529 091624
- S, REL MN Dey 17323 . *14836 « 015494
' 6+ PERM VAR * 88449 ‘ «87063 . RTT776
. Te VAR ' 113240,00000 83123,00000° 77741,00000
- -8, COEF VAR 022219 «19078 J1%29 g
9., STp NEV LGS «27050 : «23190 , °27460
10, GINT : .12100 «10300 +10%00
- il1e SIM CORR ) « 37040 - 4142¢ 46310
12, SLOPE W 1.,63690 3,14490 3,50870
13+ SLOPF W2 ; 3.50760 4412890 4,58030
- 14, SLOPE W3 4,09720 4,1838p - 4,63260 @
15, ExP NIF : 623+91000 %17,71000 349,79000 .
16, HICK GINY ,06300 +0%000 +036800
- 170 MEAN W 85090000 55065300 63,48%8¢00 |
18, sth PEv 76.13%00 . 37,97000 36,80100
19, ELAST W -,09284 .13913 : .19522
T 20, ELAST W2 " «1969% 18266 «20262 ®
21, FELAST W3 23239 , .18508 020493 |
. |
. Nariable descriptions: | _
. g |
1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-56  (New Jersey, 1974). g

i Pupils (weighted): Unweighted pupils plus weighted pupils as per weightings
described on following page (from Sec. 18A: TA-20 of the Public School
Education Act of_197sg. “ _ N |

2. Revenue.: See Table B-56  (New Jersey, 1974). , | . ®
3. Wealth: See Table B-56  (New Jersey, 1974). |

4, Districts: See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974).
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New Jersey Weightings for Categorical Aid Programs és contained

in the Public School Education Act of 1975 (N.J.S.A. 18A:7A-20)

Special Education Classes

Educable

Trainable :

Orthopedically handicapped

: Neurologicaily impaired

Perceptually impaired
Visually handicapped7

‘ Auditorially handicapped

Communication handicapped

Emotionally disturbed

Socially maladjusted

. Chronically 111

“Multiply handicapped

. Other Classes and Services

Approved private school tuition

ﬂl'Supplémentary and speech instruction

Bilingual education
State compepsatory education

Home instruction

Additional Cost Factors

0.53
0.95
1.27 )
“1.06
0.85
1.91
1.38
1.06
1.27
0.95
0.85
1.27 .

Additional cost factor of the \
handicap plus 1.0 B

0:09‘baseq on the_numbér of pupils _
actually receiving such instruction in
the prior school year

0.16 .

0.11

0.006 times the number of hours of
instruction actually provided in
the prior school year




TABLE B-58

STATE == M MUMBE? OF DISTRICTS -- 576
YEAR -- 197¢ NMUMBZI OF PUPILS == 1401146 ®
DISTRICT TYPEF == 1 A MUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =< 1492660
UuntT 9F ANALYSIS
MEASIIRES OF MFApN, : ' o e
© EQUALITY, aMD DISTRICT UNWE IGHTED WEIGHTED
" FIScAL NFUTRALITY CPUPIL PUPIL
1. mEAN EXP 1703,90000 1267.,70000 1565,40000 -
2. RANGE 5056,30000 5n86,30000 5057,800n0 - @
3, RES RANGE 1058.00000 1,07.10000 972,87000
. 4, FED P R .85843 «82836 ° 24808
%, REL MN prv 15473 13120 «13803
6o PERM VAR .85808 .89139 .88568
7. VAR 139790,00000 80%67.00000 76016,00000
9, STD DEV ;6S «13160 «10490 «18530
10, GIMI : .11000 .09300 «N9700
T .11«  SIm CORR . . 32060 0“6250 50970
12, SLOPE W 1.34130 - 2,10550 ~3,87500
13, SLOPF W2 2.77900 4.12060 4.62010
1%, EXxpP DIF 571,05000 261,25000 293,15000
. . 16, HICK BGINT® .08900. .05100 . .06000
- 17. MEAN ¥ . -94,93100 - 72.68600 68.23000
18, STN-DFV y 29,38500 42,22200 40,4%4200
19, ELAST W «0T4T2 013538 +15146
20, ELAST W2 015483 017959 020137
21, FELAST W3 017797 C18648 .21186 L
Variable descriptions:
1. a. Pupils (unweighted): See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). °
i{’ i
b. Pupils (weighted): See Table B-57  (New Jersey, 1975).
2. Revenues: See Table B-56  (New Jersey, 1974).
3. Wealth: See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). °
4. Districts: See Table B-56 (New Jersey, 1974). '
323 [
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TABLE B-59
STATE == M g MUMBZ? OF EISTRICTS .- 875

YEAR -= 1977 NUMBE? OF PUPILS == 1359189

| Var1ab1e descriptions:

21315

1. Pupils (unweighted) See Table B-56

(New Jersey, 1974).

. Revenues: See TabIé B-56  (New Jersey, 1974).

2
3. Wealth: See Table B-56
4, D1str1qts: See Table B-56

(New Jersey, 1974).
(New Jersey, 1974).

NISTRICT TYPE == 1 MUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =w
unNT 7T N F ANALYSTIS
e . MEASURES OF MEAMN, : , |
T FauALITY, AND OISTRICT UNWE IGHTED WFIGHTED
- FISCAL NgUTRALITY _ PUPIL. PUPIL
1. MEAN EXP 1872,00000 1223,70000 0,00000
2, RANGE €553%,00000 ~ 5%53,00¢000 ©.0,00000 .
3. RES RANGF - 1209,.80000 1n57,60000 0,00000
4, FED RR . 89805 . 78799 0,00000
5. REL MN Dfy « 15247 « 13678 0,00000.
"6, PERM VAR 26714 . 87823 0,00000
7. VAR 171600,00000 117240,00000 0,00000
8, COEF VAR .22129 .18831 .0,00000
9, STD DEV GS «17190 «16720 0,.nr0000
.10, GINI ' .11100 +09900 0,00000
12, SLOpE W 1.63790 3.12820 0.,00000
13. 'SLOPE Wo 3.45280 407220 0,00000
14, sLOPF W3 3.81790 4,1u4760 0,n00V0
15, EXP DIF 746,7%000 291,08000 ° 0,00000
16, HICK GINY " 405500 ~ .04900 0,00000
17. MEAN W 10451000 "79.26600 000000
18, gth DEv 97,.79700 C . 87,14500 0,N0000
19, ELAST W L09144: o «13597 0,00000
20, FELAST W2 .19276 N 17700 0.00000
21, ELAST W3 .18027 0,00000"

3




TABLE B-60 -

STATE == N M NUMBER OF D1STRICTS =-- g8

YEAR == 1972 NUMBFR OF PUPILS == 276155 =~ = @

DISTRICT TYPE == 1 NUMBFR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

WNIY 0oF ANALYSIS

MEASURES OF MEANSs o
WEIGHTED

4.

Districts:

All

EQUALITYs aNOD 3ISTRICT UNWEIGHTED
FISCAL NEUTRALITY . PUPIL ' PUPIL
1. MEAN EXP 948,09000 781,.,38000 0.,00000 ®
2. RANGE 958,6600n ab8,66000 0.00000
3. RES RANGE 684%,485000 28H,48000 0,00000
4, FED R R o e 96620 +41070 0.,00000
5, REL MN DEV «19%07 «10599 0.00000
6 PERM VAR «88711 « 99522 0,00000
7. VAR : 54820,00000 14208,00000 0,00000 ®
8, COEF yaR < 24696 .15285 0.,00000
9, STO DEv LGS e2250n . 13200 0.00000
10. GINI «1303S «06804% 0.00000
11, SIM CORR o 49993 48140 0.00000
12, SLOPE u 2,0761n 1,78890 0,00000
13, SLOPE g2 ‘2,81300n 1..36960 0,00000
14, SLOPE u3 2,93590 06527 0.00000 @
1s. EXP DIF 345031000 36480400 ° 0.00000
16, HICK GINI - '0,00000 « 00086 0,00000
17, mEAN W . 68,3%180n 46,36000 0,00000
18, STO DEv y 56,3830n - 32,07600 . 0,00000
19, ELAST w +14960 "¢10614% 0.00000
20, ELAST w2 ¢2027n 08126 0.00000 @
21, ELAST w3 021154 «00387 0,00000
Variable descriptions: ‘ °
1. Pupils (unweighted): Average Daily Membership (ADM).
2. Revenues: Local and state revenues plus Federal impact aid (PL 874 revenue).
3. Wealth: Equalized Assessed Value
®




L . | TABLE B-61

. STATE == N M NUMBER OF OISTRICTS == gg

o ' YEAR == 1973 NUMBER OF PUPILS == 273743

DISTRICT TYPE == 1 NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

NNIT o F ANALYSIS

MEASURES OF MEAN.

Variable descriptions:

See Table B-60

(New Mexico, 1972).

- EQUALITY, AND oISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
FISCAL NEUTRALITY : _ PUPIL PUPIL
® 1o - MEAN EXP 1067,80000 “ 839.,60000 o 0,00000
2, RANGE | 2761,80000 2761,80000 0,00000
- . 3, . RES RANGE. : 979,6000n 36%,61000 0,00000 -
4, FED R R ‘ 1,2744n 49730 0,00000
s, REL MN DEV «2376A «10974 0.00000
- - 6s PERM VAR : +86849 .97606 0,00000
8, COEF yaR «36021 «17958 0.00000
9, STO DEvV LGS 27700 .14000 0.,00000
10. GINI : «1604n «06968 0.00000
11. SIM CORR 32739 36344 0.00000
12, SLOPE y 1,9501n 1,51110 0,00000
13, SLOPE 2. 2,8473¢ .T1979 - 0,00000
14, SLOPE w3 2,98130 e, 11484 - 0,00000
15, EXP DIF 407.22000 -15,80400 0,00000
16, HICK GINI . 0,00000 - 0,00000 0,00000
17, mEAN W 76,21200 51,26800 0,00000
18, STD DEv y - 64,57400 36,26300 0,.00000
19, ELAST 4 T .1391a. ,09227 0,00000
20, ELAST W2 020322 < 04399 0.,00000
" ELAST w3 «2127A " -e00701




TABLE ‘B-62 \
STATE == N M S . NA@BE@ OF DISTRICTS == g8
YEAR == 1974 ’ NUMBFR OF PUPILS == 273063 ' ®

OISTRICT TYPE == 1 NOMBrR OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

WNIT O0OF ANALYSIS

MEASURES OF MEANS

‘ EQUALITY. AND - pISTRICT ' UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
- " FISCAL NEUTRALITY : PUPIL PUPIL
- 1« MEAN EXP 1230,00000 947,99000 0.00000 @
' 2. RANSE 1922,1000n . . 1922,10000 0.00000
. 3, RES RANGE 1205,3000n 356,38000 0.00000
= 4, FED R R 1,42490 : #2930 0,00000
s, REL MmN DEV 025786 .09324 - 0,00000 -
6e PERM VAR : : «87254 . +94382 ’ 0.00000
- 7. VAR L 160760,0000n = - 2%5491,00000 0.00000 ¢
8, COEF yaR , .32599 .16842 0,00000
9, STD DEv L6S ~ +2890n : .13300 . 0.00000
- 10. GINI  «1684> 06487 ~ 0,00000
11, SIM CORR ‘ « 34503 %9183 0.00000
: 12, SLOPE w T 1,732%0n 1,6799%0 0.00000
- 13, SLOPE 2 : 2,789 1.,%6720 ) 0,00000 o
14, SLOPE W3 3,0778¢ 1,06230 " 0,00000
15, EXP OIF ' 538,77000 . © 95.46200 ‘ 0,00000
16, HICK GINI 0,00000n 0.00000 ‘ - 0000000
17, nEAN W : 86,95700n 57.30%00 0,00000
18, STD DEv ‘ 79,85200 . 46,74%400 0.00000
- 19, ELAST 1226 4 .10156 0,00000
' 20. ELAST w2 «19720 .08870 0.00000 - ®

21, ELAST W3 ‘ o .21789 06422 ~.0,00000

" Variable descriptions:
~ See Table B-60 (New Mexico, 1972).




TABLE B-63

[
STATE == N M N*MBER .OF OTSTRICTS == gg
e YEAR == 1975 NTMBER OF PUPILS == 265374
. DISTRICT TYPE == 1 NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==
WNIF OF ANALYSIS
. ~.,. . ------:------.----.---.--.--.---
S MEASURES OF MEAN.' _ ‘ T .
EQUALITYe aND oISTRICT UNWEIGHTED . . WEIGHTED
FISCAL NEUTRALITY n . PUPIL PUPIL
o 1. MEAN EXP . 1338,4000n 3069,50000 0.00000
2, RANGE 1554,80000 1554,80000 0.00000
- 3, RES RANGE 109%,4000n 353,12000 ' 0,00000
: 4, FED R R 1,1042¢ .3723p 0,00000
: 5. REL MN DEV 022614 007592 0,00000
- 6., PERM VAR «9088¢ .96132 0.00000
7. VAR | 134270,00000 214€7,00000 - - 0,00000
8, COEF vaR W2737a ,13699 ' 0,00000
- ‘9, STD DEV LGS 25100 °11300 0.,00000
10. GINI ' 14511 «05236 '0,00000
11, SIM CORR - 026419 « 37259 0.00000
- 12, SLOPE W 1,08010 1,02680 0.,00800
13, SLOPE y2 1,8868n . 77756 . 0,00000
14, SLOPE 3 2,34430 54014 ' 0,00000
- 15, EXP DIF 469,35000n 57,43300 0,00000
"1ge HICK GINI 0,0000n 0.,00000 - 0,00000
17, MEAN W 94,9160n 54,11600 1 0,00000
~ 18, ~sTD DEy W 89,6240n '53,16500 -0,00000
19, - ELAST .07660 " . 06156 0.00000 . -
20, - ELAST w2 .13381 .04661 0,00000
- 21 ELAST 43 016625 03238 0.00000
® Variable descripticns:
- See Table B-g0 (New Mexico, 1972).
®
@
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| TRBLE B-64
STATE == M ¥ MUMBZ? OF DISTPICTS‘-f) 705
nMUMBE? OF PUPILS -- 3009812 ‘ ‘ ®

YEAR == 197x ‘
NUMBZ? OF WEIGHTED PUPILS = 3209582

DISTRICT TYPF == 1

A°NALYSTIS

YEASURES. OF MEAN, . @
EQUALITY, AND DISTRICT . UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
FIScAL NpUTRALITY PUPIL A PUPIL

1., MEAM EXP 206%,00000 2179.80000 2044,20000

2, RANGE 7232.,90000 7533,90000 6922,%0000 ®

3, RES RANGp 2274,10000 - 1%91,20000 1543,70000

4, FED R R 1.56190 ' 1.03770 - 1,053%0

Se REL MN ofry 025730 017688 01‘1;‘

6. PEPM VAR  «90488 81589 ‘ «A0840 4

7. VAR 64%5u450,00000 282170,00000 250700,00000

8. COEF VAR «3890¢ 026382 204% - o

9, STh DEV LGS +«30560 « 23400 22230

10, GINI «17100 «12200 1300

11, SIM CORR «80650 » 79020 6820

12, SLOPE W 9,3¢830 14,29000 -1 )9400

13, SLOPE w2 13,99900 15,49900 1t 30400 o

14, - SLOPE W3 " 1%.,24500 15.49600 - 15,19%00 ..'

15, ExP DIF 2108,90000 210,86000 529,58000 4

1¢g» HICK GINTY 01‘900_ «10400 .+ 09500

17, MEAN 60,08000 60,97300 57,17800

18, STD DEV' y 6916700 . 29439000 27.2%9100

19,  ELAST W 427257 < 39972 .39~a$

20, ELAST W2 «40729 ! 43354 <4280

21, ELAST W3 S350 43345 42513 o

Variable descriptions:

1. a. Pupils (unweighted): The sum of pupils in Average Daily Attendance for grades
"~ 1-12 plus 1;2 the pupils in kindergarten. This is a district count. P

b. Pupils (weighted): The total aidable Pupil Units (TAPU) in the state which is’
- made up of 13 separate categories of students. Weightings are applied for
special education needs (students scoring low on the state proficiency axam),
~ full day kindergarten and grades 1-6, grades 7-12, 1/2 day kindergarten,
-summer school, and evening school. Pupils in classes for the severely handi:
capped are excluded; students in occupational classes receive only their 0}
secondary weight. : .

2. Revenues: The sum of total local levied, total operating aid paid, transportation
aid, reorganization incentive aid, severely handicapped aid (to the Big 5) and |

~ occupational education aid (to the Big 5). "

3. Wealth: Full Value of Taxable Real Property for 1974 (as equalized by the state).

4. Districts: Only school districts having at least 8 professional staff or more are
includéd in the analyses. These are the major school districts typically employed -
ILE g RSN SRR R AT é&ag&ﬁﬁm&%&a SRUTRIEMRaeiGRrmIng has been .
R . _ ) :34 o



TABLE - B-65

STATE == N C NUMBEe OF 01STRICTS ==133

YEAR == 1972 NUMBEn OF PUPILS == 1040725

LISTRICT TYPL == 1 NMBER OF WRIGHTED PUPILS ==

UNIT OF .ANALYSI1S

® .  Mt.ASURES OF MEAN

UNWEIGHTED

EWUALITYe AND oISTRICT , - WEIGHTED
S F1SCAL NEYTRALILITY - ' PUPIL PUPIL
.-.&;-------‘--—---.'-----------é------‘-----.-~-f-------'.--------------..é--..
- 1, MEAN tXP 629.00000 «39.,00000 0.00000
@ 2, RANGE 300,00000 300,00000. 0,00000
.3, Rts RANGE 201,00000 274,00000 0.00000
- 4, FLD R R . ' +36873 51269 0,00000 -
S, RtlL MN DEV. «07103 « 09271 0,00000
6, PLRM VAR «92112 93279 '0,00000
- 7, VAR 3377,00000 5a72,00000 0,00000 -
e 8, COEF VAR «09237 011987 0.00000
9. STU DEV L6S +08996 s11575 0.00000
- 10, GiNI «05076 + 06552 '0.,00000
11, Sim CORR . . «S4948 75750 0.,00000
12, SLOPE 3,12130 5,02%20 0,00000
- 13, SLOPE w2 2,45230 “,22890 0.00000
o 14, SLOPE W3 1.60200 3476650 0,00000
15, EXP DIF 0,00000 0,00000 . 0.,00000
- 16, HLEK GINI 0,00000 0,00000 0.,00000
17, MEAN 4 32,69600 36,28400 0.00000
18, SI0 DEV W 10,26900 10,26100 0,00000
- 19, ELAST W 16225 +208534 0,00000
® 20, - ELAST W2 012747 «24013 0,00000
21, ELAST w3 « 08327 021387 o.oogoo
- Variable descriptions:
® ' o
1. Pupils (unweighted): Average Daily Membership.
2. Revenues: Operating revenues from state and local sources.
- 3. Wealth: Equalized assessed value |
d . 4. Districts: AIll.




TABLE B-66

a

STATE == N C NUMBEw OF ozsrnxcts - 146

YEAR == 197% NUMBER OF PUPILS == 1151500

" NUMPER OF UEIGHTEU\PUPILS -

\

UNIT OF ANA L_r,é\x's

----------.---.---d--------.\Q.C

QISTRICT TYPE == 1

- MASURES OF MEAN»

- Variable descriptions:

See TabIe_ B-65 (North Carolina, 1972).

ENUALITY.s aNp: QISTRICT . UNWELIGHTED ﬂyaxsnr;o
F1SCAL NEVUTRALLTY PUPIL 'PUP:L

.---------Q-----------------------------------u------------c-----.-.\..--...

2. RANGE “%4,00000 444,00000 0,000

3, Rty RANGE 251,00000 3%0.00000 0,00000

4, FLO R R .32241 - o #2951 0. ooooo\\

Se RtL MN DEV ¢ 06779 . «08570 0,00000

6. PLRM VAR «93270 « 95092 0.,00000

7. . VAR , 6185,00000 7 9383,00000 0,00000

8, COEF VAR < 08897 ‘ «10758 - 0,00000
94 STV DLV LES . «+08838 A 010295 ’ .0@00000_
10, GiINI ' < 04846 +05792 0,00000
11, SIm CORR . 27173 « #8016 0.00000
12, SLOPE W 50004 1,08430 0.,00000
13, SLOPE W2 < 86756 1,691%0 0.V0000 .
14 SLOPE W3 «85692 1,67580 0,00000
1S5, EXP OIF 0.,00000° 0.00000 0,00000
16, HICK GINI 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000
17, MEAN W 81,59300 86,17%00 0.,00000 .
18, STO 0EV W %2.,88400 37,787¢0 0,00000
19, ELAST W « 046158 . «10382 0,000¢0
20, ELAST w2 «08008 «16198%. 0,00000
21, ELAsT W3 «07909 . «16046




STATE =« ORE
YEAR == 19758
}ulstﬂxct TYPE == 1

MEASURES OF MEAN

Variable descriptions:
1. Pupi! (unweighted):

- 2. Revenues:
debt service and. capital

3. Wealth:
4. Districts: Al

TABLE B-67

NMBER OF DISTRICIS == 296
N’ MSER OF PUPILS =< 443,994
NS MBER OF WEIGHTELD PUPILS ==

UNIT OF ANALYSILS

.............G.................

H;iGHtE

EQUALITY. AND . "pISTRICT UNWEIGHTED
Fi1ScaL N:UTRALITY PUPIL PUP;L
1, MEAN cxp 1591.50000 1,21.50000 0400000
‘2, RANGE 6091,00000 6091,00000 0.,00000
3, RES RANGE 19.5,00000 236,00000 0,00000
-4, FED R R 2,18980 . 79847 0,00000
S, RtL MN OgV 230114 .14320 - 0,00000
6. PERM VAR FE- .asszs « 80510 0,00000 -
7. vAR 57!zso.ooooo 87203,00000 0,00000
8, COEF yAR . L5917 . J19%07 0,00000
9, STD pEV ass L 31200 019955 - - 0400000
10 GINI : O .21843. | .;ofgs :.::g::
11 im CO ’ « 70880 . « 70170 e UWUUV -
12:' :LOPE :R 7.67400 7.27300 0,00000
13, SLOPE 42 .10,68700 8,67000 0.,00000
14, SLOPE W3 10,73300 7,65900 0,00000
18, EXP DIF 1509,00000 456+43000 0,00000
.16+ HICK GINI ' . 017802 e10256 0,00000
17, MEAN W 93,30900 69,78700 0,00000
18, sru ocv W 70.29200 26,49100 0,00000
19, ELAST W .uszot « 33357 0,00000
20, ELAST w2 60162 39764 - 0,00000
21, ELAST 43 35127

.60421 0.,00000

Resident Average Dailg Membersh1p
Local revenues and state equalizat1on and flat grant aid ex¢lud1ng

Assessed property valuation equalized to 100% of market value.




TABLE B-68

STATE == S C NUMBEQ OF OLSTRICTS == 92

YEAR == 19272 NUMHBER OF PUPILS ==641989 ®

uxsraxcr'rvpi e 1 NUMBER OF WLIGHTEU PUPILS ==

UNIT n F ANALYSIS

MLASURES OF MEAN B - L
guuAuxrv. :No ’ JISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
FISCAL NEUTRALITY . ‘ PUPIL PUPIL .
1. MLAN EXP " '491,00000 0700000 0,00000
2: RANGE 572:00900 372,00000 o.v0000 @
3, REs RANGe 268,00000 296,00000 0,00000
4w, FEDRR «TH071 «80706 0.,00000
S. RtL MN DEV e11560 . 11678 o.ooopo
6, PLRM VAR + 835848 « 90430 - 0000000
T, VAR S416,00000 6003,00000 0,00000
8, CDEF VAR .1498g - 15284  0,00006 ©
9. STU DEV L6S e14813 015266 . 0,00000
10, GINI " 408304 08478 0,00000
11, Sim-CoRR | 063060 » 75653 0,00000
12, SLOPE W = 3 45,70100 80,15700 0,00000
13, SLOPE W2 ) 61,36600 91,5790 - 0,V0000
14e SLOPE W3 60.96400 93006900 0.00000 o
15, €xP oIF 0,00000 0,00000 ~ 0,00000
16, HICK GINI 0,00000 .0,00000 0.00000
17, MLAN 2,25700 2,37%0 - 0,00000
18, STO DEV W 1,02100 «87%00 " 0.,00000
19, ELAST W 21008 « 37612 . 0,00000
20e ELAST W2 * 28208 - %2972 0,00000
21 ELAST W3 28028 . JH3671 0.00600
Variable deséript1ons:
1. Pupils (unweighted): 35 day enroliment. | @
2. Revenues: Local and State Revenues: Local revenues include: current property
taxes, delinquent taxes. other taxes, appropriations, and other local receipts.
State revenues include all revenues except: vocational ed:-cation -- c¢onstruc-
tion and equipment, and the state sghool building fund. ®
3. Wealth: Asses§pd property vdluat1on. (Equalized values not available).
4. Districts: Al '
33y ®
3
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STATE == S ¢

YEAR == 197«

DISTRICT TYPEL == 1

- 7,

."‘ 10.

- 1.
; 2,
- 3,

- “.
Se

6,

.‘ a.
‘94

11,
12.
13,
1y-
15,
16,
17,
x 18,

-" 19.
20 .,

21,

MELASURES OF MEANe

EQUALITYs AND

FLSCAL NEUTRALITY

MLAN & P
RANGE

RES RANGE -

FeO R R
Rt.L MN OEV
PLRM VAR
VAR

COEF VAR

STU DEV LGS
BINI .

SLH'COQR'

"SLOPE W

SLOPE W2
SLOPE w3
EXP OIF
HiCK GINI
MEAN
STO DEV W
ELAST W
ELAST W2
ELAST W3

Variable des:riptions:

~

TABLE

B-69

NUMBER OF DISTRICIS ==92 .

NUMBER OF WLIGHTED PUPILS -=

UNTI T

piSTRICT

794.00000
1137,00000
610,00000
L.O6Q“0
17374
83029

35864,00000

See Table B-68 (South Carolina

P

. 23848

e 21996
12021

« 38614 -

70.51200
98,43700
101.72000

. 0,00000

0,00000

2.75300
~1,04300
LJ24tu8
034131
«35269

1972).

33y

UNWEIGHTED

PUPIL

a05.00000
1157,00000

604,00000 -

1,04910
«15990
.86841

2x259,90000

20878

019943

. 55199
96,30500

- 110,06000
111,01000
0.,00000
0.00000
3,04890
1,084%00

. 36464
#1672

42032

"nF ANALYSIS

WeIGHTED
PUPIL

0.,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.00000

‘ 0,00000
. ]

"0.00000

0,00000
0,00000
0.00000 .
0,00000




STaTe == S D

YEAR == 1973

 QISTRICT TYPE == 3

MLASURES OF MEAMS
ECGUALITYs AND
FISCAL NEUTRALLYY

"TABLE 8-70°

NNIT

sy Y e Y Y Y Y I LI Y Y T Y LY L LA L X

‘JISIRICT

NAMBER OF GISTRICTS == 195
NJMBFR OF FUPILS == 157,633 ®
NJMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

nF AMNALYSS

UNWEIGHTED
PUPIL

@
WEIGHTED
PUPIL °

3
'Y Y X X L 0 ¥ L X X 1 X 23 -------------------_-----.-----------.-------.--.----------

MEAN LxP
RANGE

fES RANGE
FED R R .
RelL MN QEV
pPEtRM VAR
VAR .

COEF VaR
sSTU DEV LGS
GINI

Si%w CORR
SLOPE W
SLOPE w2

- SLOPE W3

exP DIF

" HiCk GyNI~

V!riaple descriptions:

1. Pupils (unweighted):

MEAN W °
STO DEv W

ELAST W

ELAST w2
ELAST W3

’
Vi
»

878.30000

1934,.99000n
581,47000
¢90083%
016687
«20122

46568 ,00000

«2457n

«23500
Jd222% -
.64080

13,03500
13,8330

1459600

411,7500n
C ,09787
27,92700
13,92000n
TS
J4+3984
441N

765096000

193%,90000

405,22000

67114
12899
.86903

-+ 22750,00000
19692

021307
. 09643

.81530

12,99600
14,48100
14.,16500
o71,44000
080563
20.,73%00

 9,46190 .

35101
39201
e 38346

Average Daily Membership (AIM).

0,00000
0.00000
0,00000
0,90000
0,00000
0.00000
0.0000

'0,0000
L ]

0.00000.
0.00000
0,00000 * _
‘0.00000 . -
0.00000
0.00000
0,00000

- 0,00000
®
.0,00000

0.00000
0.,00000
0.00000

Revenues: Total state and Tcoal revenues excluding debt service and capital. -

" Wealth: Total equalized assessed valuat1on. including agricultural and
non-agricultural property.

Districts:




STATe == S O
YEAR -= lo7y4

QISTRICT TYPE == 1

.--------ﬁ---------------------D-----.‘-----------d-ﬁ------n---

ML ASURES OF MEAN.
EOUALITYs AND QISIRTCT
- F1SCcaL NEUTRALITY
- 1. LAl ixp‘ 909469000
2, RANGE : 1612,.500nn
3, Rts ANGE 707.57000 .
- 4, FedD R R 99780
£, REL “N DEV 16876
' 6. PLRM VAR \ .£9188
-~ 7. VAR 52973,00000
8, COEF vaR 23958
. 9, STL JEV LGS ec320n
- 10. GINI 012177
11, sIw CORR 31140
12, SLOPE W 13,21800
- 13, SLOPI w2 13,59700
14, SLOPE W3 13,17500
15, EXP 2IF 387,38q00n
- 16, HICK 5SINI .09631
17, MEAN 4 39,3890
18, STO DEv W 14,261n0
- 19, ELAST e4luoy
20, cLAST W2 T . 42611
: 21, ELAST W3 . 41289
- Variable descriptions:
_ See Table B-70  (South Dakota, 1973).

TABLE B-71

tt N I

341

NAMBER OF OISTRIGTS ==1g5

N'MBErR OF PUPILS == 154,354

NUMBER OF H&IGHTEU_PUPILS -

r

nNF ANALYS1S

--------------------,----------

UMWEIGHTED

RUPIL

8n4.55000
1612,60000
441,32060

. 54959
«12724

< 27509
29106,730000
« L9964
021408

« 09810

« 73670

12,40800
13,74000
13,423500
%07,18000
L09172
21,92%00
10,25%00

«21436

. 33254
o JH441

we IGHTED

PUPIL

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000°
0,00000 .
0,00000

0.000600
0.,00000
0.,00000
0.00000

0,00000

0,00000
0.00000
0,00000
0.00000
0.00000
0,00000
0.00000
0.,0000°C
0.00000
0.00000




TABLE B-72

STATE == S O
YEAR == l975

DISTRICT TYPE == 1

- MEAS!RES OF MEAN.
ESUALITYs AND
FLSCAL NEUTRALITY

L . - - -
PR Y Y LY R Y LY LY LY Yy LY L L EX Y Y Yy P L X a IO P EX L 2 DL X L L L X L X L X L 2 A R 2 2 A4 K X X X 1 4

l, MeAN EXxP
2, RA-GE' ‘
3, REs RANGE
4, FEO R R

Se¢ REtL MN DEV
6, PLRM VAR
7. VAR

8, COEF vaR
9. ST NEy LGS
10, GINI

11, SIm CoRR
12, SLOPE y
13, SLOPE 42
14, SLOPE W3
15, E€xP nIF
16, HICk 5INI
17, MEAN W

18, STD JEv W
.19, ELAST W
20, ELAST 42
21, ELAST 3

Variable descriptions:

See Table B-70

NUMBER OF OISTRICTS == 195

NUMBrR OF PUPILS --_151,370

NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =-

UNIT

pISIRICT

10p81,5000n
-1695,20000
703,.5600n

88459
015853
« 88420

58148,00000

02229
021600
e11552
«7949n

12,6830n
12,92700
11,5360n
549,5500n

. 03707

32,62800
15,11300

e33264
«39n00
« 34209

(South Dakota, 1973 ).

O F ANALY SIS

UNWELGHTED

PUPIL

967.93900
1695,20000
%84,73000
JATYS2
11365
JATUGY
29894 ,00000
.17863
13087
JUB8762

. 75930
11,63600
12,61900
12.15400
2€4,53000
06753

24 ,11A800
11,235p0
"e2911s

o 31443

« 30294

WEIGHTED

PUPIL

0.00000
0,00000
0.00000
0.n70000
0300000
0,00000

e,



STATE == TEXAS

YEAR == 1974
OISTRICT TYpg == 1

MEASURES OF MEAN.
EQUALLITY. pND
FISCAL NEUTRALITY

‘1e MEAN EXP

2, RANGE
3, RES RANGE
4, FED R R

5. R&L MN DEV
6, PERM VAR
AR

8, COEF VAR
9., STD DEV L6S
10, GINI

11, sim CORR

12, SLOPE W
13, SLOPE W2
18, SLOPE W3
15, EXP DIF
16, HICK GINI

17, MEAN W

18, STD OEV W
19, ELAST W
20, ELAST w2

TABLE B-73
NUMBEq OF DISTRICIS == 1090
NUMBEa OF PUPILS == 2531541
NIMBER OF WEIGHTEU PUPILS ==
UNIT OF ANALYSILS
pISTRICT UNWEIGHTED WeIGHTED
PUPIL PUPIL
1255,40000 1029.,50000 0,00000
2516%,00000 2576%,00000 . 0.,00000
1530,50000 750,58000 0.,00000
2,17399 1,11200 0,00000
*34930 v16089 0,00000
, ., 82835 .83930 0,00000
1245400,00000 63494 ,00000 0,00000
.88896 24476 0.,00000
« 39200 022600 0;00000
J24476 .12099 0,00000
o T2107 60420 0,00000
87748 1,48970 0.,00000
1,40560 1,745340 . 0,00000
81491 2.05500 6.,00000
1478,80000 418,82000 0,00000
.00510 01880 0,00000
278,07000 - 93,414%00 - 0,00000
916,82000 101,89%000 0.,00000
© +30798 +15837 0,00000
.17855 18647

21, ELAST W3

Variable descriptioﬂs:

1.

S W N

N
\
\
N

Pupil (unweighted): Average Dai]& Attendance (ADA).

Districts: All.

Revenues: Local and state revenues.

Wealth: Governor's OfficeﬁequaIized va]uexin\1975 divided by 1975 ADA.




TABLE B-74

STATE == TEXAS NUMBER OF OISTRICTS == 1090

YEAR == .197S% NUMBER OF PUPILS - 2536472 ®

DISTRICT TXPEl-- 1 NMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==

nF ANALYSIS

MNT ¥
- . ] D  eeeseTeeoeTeeotoeentterS oo n®nn .
MEASURES OF 4EAN. ' -
EQUALITY, aAND pISTRICT UNWEIGMTED WEIGHTED
FISCAL NEUTRALITY PUPIL PUPIL
‘10 MEAN ExXP 1510.4000n 1232.30000 0.00060 @
2, RANGE 6718%,00000 67188,00000 0.00000
3, RES RANGE 1747,190000 776,15000 0,°0000
4w,  FED R R 1,9727n .88760 0,00000
s, REL MN DEV 3555 14028 0.00000
6. PERM VAR «B4949 .88372 0,00000"
7. VAR . 4581800,00000 Ta548,00000 10,00000 - @
8, COEF vaR 1,4326n J22651 0.,00000
9, STO DEv LGS «3770n '+18900 0,00000 ‘
10, GINI 24614 «10395 0,00000 |
11, SIM CORR 66848 T . 62227 0,00000 ‘
12, sLOPE 1,57760 1,72000 0.00000
13, SLOPE 2 1,06900 1,85100 0.00000 .\
14, SLOPE u3 . 79846 2,28780 0.00000 |
18, EXP OIF 1464%.10000 55086000 0.00000 |
16. HICK GINI «N004%O .01883 0,00000
17, MEAN 275,07000 - 93,52790 0,00000
18, STO DEv W 916,82000n 99.61300 0.00000.
19, ELAST u . 28731 <1305% 0,00000
20. ELAST w2  e1946A 14048 0.00000 ©
21, ELAST W3 e14841 «17364 0.00000
. Variable descriptions:
®
See Table B-73 (Texas, 1974).
, |
:3'2 ‘1 * » ‘
°
o



STATE == VERMT
YEAR == 1975

DISTRICT TYPE == 1

MEASURES OF MFAM,
EQUALITY, AND
"FISCAL NFUTRALITY

1., MEAN EXP

2., RANGE
. 3, RES RANGg
"4, FED RR

5., REL MN pgvVv
6, PERM VAR

" Te VAR
8, COFF VAR

9., STD DEV LGS

TABLE B-75
MUMBER OF DISTRICTS == 246

NUMBER OF PUPILS == 108759
 MUMBE? OF WEIGHTED PUPILS =-

"F ANALYSTIS

unNT T
NISTRICT UNWE IGHTED . WEIGHTED
‘ PUPIL PUPIL
------------------'-------__.----------_--_---..-..-?------_---h---------------
1202,%0000 123,120000 0,00000
2359,20000 2%3%59,20000 ‘0,00000
768.93000 €32,77000 0.00000
.90061 69889 0,00000
«16004 «12508 0,00000
, JAB131 .88027 0,00000
7073%,00000 44059,00000 0.00000
. 22117 .17316 0.00000
+ug280 43370 0,00000
10, GINI J11400 09100 0.,00000
11. SIM CORR 48600 J48870 0.00000
12, SLOpE W 1,07160 1.96500 0,00000
13, SLOPE Hz 1.6“020 205“000' 0,00000
14, SLOPE w3 1,82240 2,479 0,000V0
1%, EXP DIF 439060000 561424000 0,00000
‘16, HICK GINT ,05100 ,02600 0,00000
17. MEAN W 10492000 6638700 0«000V0
18, gTD DEV 120.,61000 52,68100 - 0,00000
15, ELAST W ,09350 «10665 0.00000
20, FLAST W2 J14311 ,13785% 0,00000
ELAST W3 ,15901 ,13457 0,00000

21,

Variable descriptions:
1. Pupils (unweighted):

‘The sum of elementary and secondary pupils in

Average
Daily Membershig in residence within a school district, whose education 1s

pa or by public funds. averaged over the first 30 days of the school year.

2. Revenues:
3. Wealth:
4. Districts:

The sum of local y1e1d and all state aid excluding building aid.
100% of Fair Market Value for 1974 as equalized by'the state.

Includes all 246 non-union school districts--those with resident -pupils

and which are eligible for state aid.




SYATLV-; wASd
 YEAK == 1970

DISTRICT TYPE = 1

WL ASURES OF ME aNe
ENJALITYe aNQ
FISCHL NEUTIRALLTY

1. MEAN EXP
2. RFNGE
3, REs RAVGE
4, FEU R R
Se RtL MV DEV
6, PERM VAR
7. VAR
8, CUEF vaR
-~ 94 S1D DEV LGS
10. GiINI
11, siv CorR
12, sLOpPE y
13,  SLOPE W2
14 SLOPE W3
15, €xP 0lIF
16, HICk S1NI
17, MeAN A
18, <f0 DEv W
19, ELAST W
20, FELAST y2
21, FELAST 3

Varjable descr1ptfons:
1. Pupil (unuh1ghted);

2. Revenues: Local and state revenue echud1ng debt service and éapital.

3. Wealth:
value.)

4. Districts: All districts except three w

~value per pupil.

TABLE B-76

BNTI T

[

N'MBEe OF DISTRICTS == 294

_ \
MIMBER OF PUPILS == 776, 125

NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPIFSv-'

0F

ANALYSTIS

J1STRYcT

813.7900n
4549 ,50c00
80,4406
1.4512r
25257

L7559

131650,0000nN
JH4E2n
31000
17821
«7000N
1,9260n
1,4550n

- 1,75700
483,57000
11638
110,%3000
131,9000
026136
19744
23842

Enroliment.

UNWEIGHTED

PUPTL

292.18000 -
4549 ,50000
482,04900
81917
«15951

Y 1 -%-1-7.

23819,00000
e 39482
«19203
' J106EY
54510

. 2,26000 -
. 2.75300
' 3412900
239.29000
06369
58,388y0
38,24200
«16218
«20291
022062

316

WEIGHTEC

PUPTL

0.00000

0.00000°
. 0400000

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

- 0,00000

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000.

0.00000

0.00000
0.,00000

State adjusted value of local property. _(Adjuﬁted to 100% of market

ith extraordinarily high assessed

+




® - ’ ~ TABLE - B-77

STATE == WASH N'MBEr OF OQLSTRICIS -- 294
"Q CYEAY == 1974 . NJMBF& OF PUFILS == 745,312
| BISTRICT TYPE == 1 NJUMBER OF WETGHTED PUPTILS ==
UNIT nF ANALYSLS
e . »LASURES OF MEAN »
ECUALITYs AND JISIRICT UNWEIGHTED WEIGHTED
F1SCAL NEUTRALITY . PUPLL PIPIL

_ 1, VYEAN ExP 1143,36000 1087,70000 0.00000

o 2, RAPNGE 5606,80000 5606,80000 0,00000

: . %e RES RANGFE 1303,20000 731.74000 0.00000
4, FeD R R 1,9702n 1,10110 0.00000

5. REL %N DEV 27667 «15866 0.00000
6, PERM VAR B4E19 - ,81532. 0.,00000
7. VAR 294610,00000 51c40,00000 0.00000

® 8., COEF VAR JATHTY .20892 0,00000
9, gT10 DEy LGs .59€00 21428 0.00000
1o, GINI «20029 +11515 0,00000
11, SI™ CORR B60€10n .52%20 - 0400000
12,. SLOPE w 2.15€00n 3. 46600 0.00000
13, SLOPE w2 4.27600 4.06700 '0,00000

® 14, SLOPE 3 -3,36800 - 4,75%00 0.00000

- 15, EXP OIF 1027,8000n 327,75000 0.00000

16 HICK GINI 13708 06755 0.00000
17, MeAN A 112,51000 62,491¢c0 0,00000
18, sT0 NEy W 152,58000 34 ,434%00 - 0,00000
19, ELAST .21217 .19913 1 0,00000

[ ) 20, ELAST w2 . 2079 . 23366 0.,00000
21. ELAST W3 o 3314y C .27342- 0.00000

variable descriptions: .
¢ See Table B-76  (Washington, 1970).
o




STATE == W VA

YEAR == 1975

CISTRICT TYPE == 1

12.

13,

14,
.15,
16.
17,
‘18
19,
20,
21,

MEASURES OF MEAMe«
EQUALITY, AND
FISCAL NfgUTRALITY

MEAN EXP
RANGE

RES RANGE
FEND R R
REL MN Orv
PERM VAR
VAR

COEF VAR
STh REV LGS .
GINI :
SIM CORR
SLOPE W
SLOPE W2
SLOPE W3
ExP DIF
HICK GINT
MEAN W
STD DEV y
ELAST W
ELAST W2
ELAST W3

Variable descriptions:

1.
2.
3.
4.

ﬁupils: Average Daily Attendance (ADA).

Revénues: Local and state revehugs excluding debt service and capftal.

Districts: All.

TABLE B-78

. MUMBER OF CISTRICIS -- 55

UNTT D9F ANALYSTIS

. DISTRICT

1032,00000

A11.00000
373,00000
44030
09123

« 88862
16789.00000
’ «12466
11501

« 06290

«HTH60 -

) 3005300
3,19820
3.86700

157.22000
0.00000

54,62600

2001“300

16051
16815
020331

 Wealth: Equalized Assessed Valuation.

MUMBEZR OF FUPILS -- 366398
NUMBER OF WEIGHTED PUPILS ==,

UNWEIGHTED
PUPIL"

1038,00000
211,00000
 313,00000

35620
« 08492
«95063

11417.00000

«10293
.09977
+05520
J48610
2.98200
3,08940
3.72100

155.11000

0,00000

57.93700
22.39800

16644
s 17244
20769

WEIGHTED -

PUPIL

0,00000
0.00000
0,00000
o.noeone
0.000n0
o.n00NO0 -

° 0,00000

0.00000
0.00000
0.0000C
0.00010
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

" 000000

o,nr00n0
0,00000
J.N00n0

°



®
~ Appendix €

° For states where data are available for more than one year, all
years reported for each stai".e are preeented in the Tables in Appendix C,
organized by state and un1t of anaIysis These tables are used to

° analyze the behavior of the measures over’ time and this anaIysis is |

' - contained in Sections III and IV of the report. ! )

®

o

o

®

°

! ®




STATL == ALA
DISTRICT TYPE == 1

MELASURES OF MEANe

EQUALITY, AND
FASCAL NpUTRALLTY

MEAN EXP
RANGE

REs RANGE
FeD R R

REL MN DEV

PLRM VAR
vAR

COEF VAR ©
STy DEV L6S
GINI

sim CORR
SLOPE W
SLOPE W2
SLOPE W3
EXP OLF
R1CK GINI
MEAN W
STO OEV W
ELAST W
ELAST W2
ELAST w3

Sources: Tables B-1 and B-2.

TABLE C-1

. © UNIT OF ANALYSIS == DiSTRICT

1972

1978

JEXS

453,00000

746,00000

189,00000

«52079
«12216
« 90258
7307,00000
.18885

«15793°

08632
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000

0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.00000

704,00000
 783,00000
328,00000
57241
11373
89356

11250,00000 -

«15715
014458
0« 08085
0,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.,00000

0,00000
0,00000 -

0.09000
0.,00000
0,00000
0,00000
0.,00000




TABLE C-2

STATE =< AL,
UNIT OF ANALYSIS =« UNWGT PUPIL . ' ) ' o .

DISTRICT TYPE == 1

, MELASURES OF MEANe ’ ,
- EGUALITYs AND ' . @
FLISCAL. NEUTRALATY ' 1972 1975 ‘ gy

Sources: Tables B-1 and B-2.

! »

2, RANGE 746,00000 283,00000
-, . 3, REs RANGE 168,00000 229,00000 @
5, FEU R R° 493054 .38119 '
8, ReL MN DEV ¢10136 «09493 .
- 6. PeiM VAR .93382 93152
7. yAR 4522,00000  7343,00000
., 8, COEF VAR .14670 ,12071
- 9« Slu DEV LGS «12963 \ 011620 e
10, 6INI , 07133 L0639 1
‘11, sim CoRrR 0.00000 0,00000 |
~ - 12, SLOPE W 0.00000 0.00000 -
13, SLOPE w2 0.00000 0.00000 -
1%, SLOPE W3 0.00000 __ 0,00000 |
- 18, EXP DIF 0.00000 0.00000 i
- 16, HICK GINI 0.00000 0,00000 ®
17, MEAN 0,0000C 0.00000
- 18, STD DEV W 0.00000 0.00000
19, ELAST W 0.,00000 U.C0V00 . |
20, ELAST w2 0,00000 0.00000 \
- 21, ELAST W3 0,0000% 1 0,00000 °



N

.TABLE C-3
STATE == Cay
L UNIT OF AMALYSIS == DASTRICT
p1STRICT TYPE == UNIFIED
‘ - 1
MEASURES OF MFAM, .
. £QuALITY, AND
o FISCAL NFUTRALITY . 1970 1973 1972 tn'rs. B .192«: L
. 22=.1u000  i300,90000
. MEAN EXP 914 ,5%00n 270,+5000 1064, ,300rC 1225, .
; anmzrg 2080,60000 2217,80000 2237 60000 2472,9v00¢C 1933 Duouy
3. RES PAMGE foe:23n0p 7A2.u000  791,76000  907.23000 N 12,9500V
u' FED P P . JYUO3A 1,07980" 1,0017n ,9I93%86 ,82225 .
‘ 5' REL ™M DFV «177T04 19027 J19u22 .19962 _ ,L?;uu
: &, PEaM VAR .90299 .a8898 a9zux . ..93018 J924u
L 7. VAR ®8X82,00000 70723,00000 86546, 00000 ~ 90307,0UN00 7510?6.90000
6. COFF VAR . 26429 L2Tuqu "276u) L 24529 21528
a, STP DEV LGS .21712 23022 23041 ,2uS06 1450
10, GIMI_ t12312 113152 13250 S11631 “a0327
11, S1% CORR 18297 83627 180910 281204 L1913
12, sLOpf W 4,31300 %,514%00 4, 46300 4,024%00 3,08 8
13. SLOPE W2 4.07000 4.60210 4276690 4+ OUATO 5.-:'{!2
: 14 gLOPE W3 4, 48529 n,77620 w, 79180 . 4 ,2¢93¢ 3,9Me6U
@ 1%, Exp DIF 4p7.73000 476,97000 51_2.g_sngn . *‘2‘";3{’.‘;2 "“'{,‘;‘;32
¢ ‘K 61 10533 -~ ,11223 11137 . . )
i :;i: " N 6 .72200 69.53600 7506600 8p.uduQe ne. 38100
18- STD PEV u 4648200 e’ 26800 53,3390 €n.6%300 e1Lu600
Vot ' 30522 t32344 T3147a 27082 Levent
2. ELAST We “28403 "32976 133621 ~ L2ever Lcans
21, ELAST W3 3174 J34223 38797 ,PBU6Y 243
®
_ Sources: Tables B-3 through B-7.
®
e
@

‘CRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

352




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

STATE == CAI
UNIT OF ANALYSIS ~- UNNGT PUPIL

DISTRICT TYPE == UNIFIED

MEASURES OF MEAM,
CIUALITY, anD
FITCAL NPUTRALITY

1, wraN EXp es
2, RANGF 208
%, RES WANGp Y
4w, FEN M R

Se REL ™N Dev

€« PESM VAR

&, COEF VAR

8. STD DEV (6S

10, GINI

11, SI® comp

12, SLOpE. W

13, SLOPF W2

i1s, SLOPF W3

15, Exp DI+ 23
16, HICK GINI

17, “EAN M s
18, STP NEV y 2
19, ELAST W

20, ELAST W2

21, ELAST W3

1970

*.51000
0,60000
&,70000
«T1288
12286
e 92254%
€,0000n
01925
016206,

« 08600

«80109
F.426 70
5..17’0
3,23490
%,81000

«07139
9,02200
%,42800

«309%>

30001
« 29837

Sources: Tables B-3 through B-7.

TABLE C-4

1971

°24,61000
2217,80000
570,51000
« 77992
12204
+85683
32%39,00000
«199815%
+17008
«0919%2
*83193
=, 88030
- 5+20650
6,21600
®17.%2000
« 07923
51,88800
'25,52800
« 327458
« 38562
+34615

1972

1038,00000
2237,60000
€12,86000

.76037
J14218
JABTSP

_37307,0000¢

+186%p
«1725¢
T09719
+8ublé
5.7,"0
66,8908
6,8761n

375, 22000

«0822¢
53,560u0
27.,12100

+30810

3878y

.3680%

1973

11%2,8v00¢
2472,%000
533,%2000
39846
10327
99359

- 35971.0UNG0O
10032
«1%276
«0/508

T 746
2,049790
S.2%220
5.19450
300.63000
«099%u40

Se 63800
29.2v000
29124
21120

« 20666

BRI Y P LY P TY LY T T AL PR Y T T Y T T i Y T 1 T Y T TRy 1 T Y T TN 7 T i SoSplpspsy TSYuany 11" 11~ P TSPy P ynpnyspprpepsy

®

1978 @
1285, ,80000
1935, 39000
“80,98000
L5246
Uybyd

Y2383 .
38755,0000V
<A8966
«13232
L0769
o 1045
8, 98860
$,76370
4,06030

308, /000 ®
+U855¢0
68, 2270u
21,3600
t L2998
29602
« 295062

e

@

.9

@

L




.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T T T TS P T FL L

TABLE C-5
[
STITE == CA|
. UNIT OF ANALYSTS ~- DISTRICT
DISTRICT TYPE ==HIGH SCHOOL -
“gASURES OF MEANM. J
QUALTTY, aMD :

sxqan NFUTRALITY . 197n 1971 1972
o 1111 90n0n 1176,00000 1294 40000
2! :E:gzgxp ' 1272. 70000 1599.70000  1565,00000
3. . Res RANGE 978.98000 234, 56000 89770000
4, FEN m R 1.,172% 1.1242¢ 91497
5. 3L MN DEV .16900 17428 ,167%¢
6. PIRM VAR %1127 . 88695 LAT313
7. VAR . £9286,00000 B42A9 00000 53113.non:n
A, CDEF VAR ‘ 23672 .2UT4e .?2:6?
9, STP NEV (68 .2090% ,21851 .207“?
10, GINMI ' J118086 .12352 L1 7:
11, SI™ CORR 86281 L86979 -2%5'
12, SLPPE W 1.59330 1.97830 1.,6315
13, SLOPE w2 2.58830 2.552% 2,58A8%a
14, SLOPF W3 ' 2.82210 2.51130 2.5z95n
15, ExP NIF 59U ,6%000 £16,6€000 623,69:?0
16, MICK GINY 10345 «1045% .2“ 27
17, MEAM W 182,04000 195,12000 223, 4ooc
18, STD CEV v 119.9602¢ 12%5.01000 122,p gg;
19, ELAgT ¥ - .30997 32824 .3317
20, ELAST W2 42376 Ju234e o4 ?n
21, €c£LAST W3 41292 L1667 . L41020

Sources: Tables B-8 through B-12.

1421 ,%0000
1727,1un0o
1174,3Un00

1,1/220
ye7zE
oB879373

19i4bp,uUnOC
. e 22u01

,2U697

«1176%
84769
2+.20730
2,703
2.7€570
61%,34n00
«0%661
21%,14ng0
114.87npo
«3%R02
JHu913
L1237

!

v

1974

lubl, Wyoov
A719,30000
iou2,sucov
JTWu91
L,42130
58T
Ye13y,w000U0
’ .21211
Ny iLLE
LAU%6U
TUESH
1,907%0
2.372%0
2.,29490
616,29000
JUBEDS
235,%6000
136.29q00
L22%02
8258
.56%81




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

STATE -= CAL

UNIT OF AMK_ YSIS == UNJGTY PUPIL

“DISTRICT TYPE == HIGH SCHOOL .

Sources:

¥

»EASURES OF MpAM,
EJUALITY, AND -
,FISCAL_N[UTRALIT

.’-----.---'-.-.----'.-------.‘--------Q-‘---------------------------------------.-q.

1 @EAN EXP -
<2, RANSE
‘3. RES RAdgGgp

W, FEND R R

5, REL MN DEV

t. PERM VAR

7. VAR ©

A, COEF VAR

©e STD NEV LGS
tr, BINY
11, SI® CORR
12, SLOpE W

X, SLOPE W2
1, <SLOPF W3
=, ExP DIF
16, HI1cK GINT
17, “EAN ¥
'1!. STD l"E" ]
19, ELAST ¥
20, ETLAST W2
21, FELAST ¥3

<

1970

1027.70000

- 1272,70000

711.27000

«1250%
M1
22604,0000n0
«17570
«16630
«09127

« 52808y
2.468480
2.97300
2,96970
260.04000
0782
133.07000
- 60,62900
E «31962
. .55",
e 38853

‘Tables B-8 through B-12.

TABLE C-6

197

1r20,20000
1=99,70000
760,99000
1,01720
«12918
.89987
35*76.00000

10136

«17388
.0947g
«83213

. 2.,50880
3.12610
*9%4,3700¢
«00130.
'3’.‘“000
$2,9€800
« 33466
oR0201
40812

335

1972

1182,00000
1565,00000
884 17000
1,0341n
«12543

«87686
. BNN27,00000

.17833
+1730%
.Co%01
82732

2,63750

3.12920
3,13%

415,7000¢0 -

NT7868
188,$5000
66,11700
.3317¢
. 29382
L3%e2

1973

1267,2v000
1727.1v000
792.,71000
184293
«13714
80189
‘S4701,0Un00
184357
«1806%

«0997¢ .

.51013

2.71619

3.08970
3.11450

T 43%5.6700¢C
« 07563
156.0%000
&9,70200

P 111

« 380U
38302

1974

1317.30000
1779,1u000
78,0500
LBU160
1230
- JBBTED
9246 ,00000
Abl87
15868
Us828
Ut
1,726%0
5 2449180
‘2.,52630
s14,75000
+UBTBT -
169,95%90 .
ul,89400
224795
032067
2318




STATE == CAL

UNIT OF ANALYSIS =~ DISTRICT

pISTRICT Type --/ELEHENTARY

{

wpASURES OF éslu.
EALITY, a
FIScAL NFUTRALITY . 1971 1972 ¢ 1973 1974

P e L L L R L L L b -------------------"-----.----------.-------_.-.------.--.---------U--y---.----

i. #85,99000 | 22%,13000 1037,00000 1238°, 8vunoe 1366,30000
2, 3983,90n0n  #733,40000 5977 Sonne  144ls,0unco 94895 8uoov
X, RzS PANGg ! 1098,90000 & 1%42,10000 1345 noove 1526,1un00 4514,20000 .
4, an R R 1,9971¢0 | 2,2176¢ 2,16270 1.9176¢ 1,6%400
=, REL MN DEV. .30464 | .30887 .31617 .3U%53 PLTLTY
¢, PERM VAR 86087 ! L ,Au630 L80537 87103
T.e VLM ‘ 165%20.00000, 175430,00000 278020,0V000 261020.00000 535380,V0000
&, COFF VAR J4%92¢) L4527 .508u8 * 6UL6] 93704
9, STh DEV LGS , . 36759/ ,35292 ,36123 . J3%892 , 33426
10. GINI 20704 - ,21010 _ ‘216f2 «21053 Ll
13+ SI® COR 77388 « 79033 17938 « 74615 S e Y
12, stopE W 1,1149% 1,20010 1,3%700 1.5%070 1,v1210
1z, SLOPC W 1.50310 1.4u850 1lesiln 19,005 1,31puU
14, SLOPE w 1,971%9 1,97180 1,%975%0. 2.2168¢ 1,807%y
15, ExP DIF 11,0,70000 1r99,00000 1144,4000n0 . 1676.9UN00 lgy6.20000
16, HICK GINI L1711A L16970 17627 .10441 L0282
17. “EMN 4 160.32;00 1%0.20000 ° 199,77¢g0pn 225.4?000 ??3.!?000
12, sTh DEV iy 282,3%000 275,.%1000 299 36000 367.5¢000 - %24, 92000
19, ELAST ¥ .21181 23401 ,26912 . .206u48 C LaBTI
2n. ELAST W2\ - szn7u 2p2u8 ‘3238c  ©  L,16A73 "28089
21,  ELAST Vs\\ . 3TuSu e 1.11Y) . 36554 . L,huson ., 3857y

/
Sources: Tables B-13 through B-17.

j
i

f
/

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




TABLE C-8

SYATE =~ CA
“-‘*,:L L

"UNIT OF 2MALYSIS == UNseT FUPIL
DISTRICT TYPF == ELEMENTARY

MEASURES OF MEAN,

ESuUAt TTY, AND . :
FISCAL NPUTRALITY 197n 1971 . 1972 1973 1974 o
1. “EAN EXP . 776,.12000 °  917,64000 907,3700n '1072,3un00 1168,70000
?. RPNGE 3%a3,%0009 ‘$733,40000 5977,5000n  1k4ls _Quco0’ 9595 80000
3, RS MAMge : “72,70000 =48,03000 555,3900n 579,2900¢ 515, 12000
4, FED P R .79 70, .88030 : . 79822 61977 39762
€, <{EL WM DV «1499n «1575¢ 10980 .19€98 © 21309
&, PFRm™ VAR « 21537 «89820 70980 C 9156 RIYEY)
Te VAR 26251,00000 333842,00000 2829800000 | 45023.0UF00  87336,00C0V L
8. COFF VAR ' «21601 .27532 «21566 .17789 . +18617
9, SID NEV t5S : .1877% +19808 - .l0%2e «17117 «16032
10. .GINTY ‘ «10539 11187 .305% - 007864 .U8969
11. SI1® COPR g 67202 60868 67898 6826 01783
12, SLOpE W . 1.79370 1,92620 1,9831n 1,9¢%80 1.97870
12, SLOPE V2 2434980 247750 2.45890 2437200 1,780%0 |
14, SLOPF w3 2.84600 3.04920 2,8911n . 2.,79%60 2,327
15, ExP DIF . 358,61000 249,86000 387,74000 407.07000 82,1400V ®
16, HICK SINT «07768 +OR372 +0T3€7 +00393 +UB22Y |
17« YEAN W 64,.62100 Ta«19300 76.718y0 88,1330 Y6.06100 |
18, sTD LEV y : 62,97400 £3,88100 67,00200 73.01n0¢0 97,1380V |
19, ELAST ¥ . L1889  .17051 16767 12110 11368 |
20.  ELAST ¥2 +19518 «21269 .20787 18818 .18378 |
21. ELAST W3 «23638 - .26177 J2MuuY 21056 19230 |
.‘3 . ‘
|
Sources: Tables B-13 through B-17. : |
_ N S ' |
Y
. @
u 2
357
L
ERIC d




[4

| TABLE C-9
\ STATE == COL
PY UNIT OF ANALYSIS == DiSTRIC]
DISTRICT TYPE == 1
- ~ MEASURES OF MEAN.
o EQUALITY, AND
‘ FLISCAL NEUTRALITY 1972 1974
1, MLAN EXP J 1184.40000  1527.30000
- 2, RANGE ) . 2606,00000 3416,00000
e 3, Rts RANGE 1326,00000 1694,00000
' 4, FEO R R S 1.,89700 1,69230
- s, RtL MN DEV 027150 026960
6. PERM VAR . .8T127 - .88089
, 7. VAR 201150,00000 . 308910,00000 ‘ -
- 8, COEF vAR 37867 «36390
® 9, STO DEV LGS .32600 +31000
10, GINI 019038 18227
- 11, Sim CORR 88940 +81900
12, SLOPE W 27,13400 27,94300
13, SLOPE 42 : 31,54%000 33,28100
- 14, SLOPE W3 , 32,07100 34,04300
L} 15, EXP DIF . 949,32000 1135,10000 3
16, HICK GINI 17243 15790
- 17, MEAN W 18,46500 21,82300
18, STV DEV W ) 14,70100 16,29100
: 19, ELAST W 42302 39927
- 200 ELAST L F] 49171 »0475_11 ¢
® 21, ELAST W3 . , J49999 v J48643

Sources: Tables B-18 and B-19.




TABLE C-10

STATL <= COL

UNIT OF ANALYSIS == UNWGT PUP]IL

Sources: Tables B-18 and B-19.

\

39340

o
41
o

) @
DISTRLICT TYPE == 1
. MLASURES OF MEANS
- EWYUALITY: AND o - - @
' F1SCAL NEUTRALITY = 1972 1974 :
.-------¢-------------------.-----------------------.-----------0--.6-000.
1, McAN cXP 1010,00000 1317,20000°
2, RANGE 2606,00000 3416,00000
3, Rts RANGE 510,00000 754,00000
4, FRU R R 70657 e TS47S
5, RtL MN DEV 14037 14278
6. PLRM VAR 83140 «85803
7. vAR 35653,00000 63%38,00000
8, COUEF VAR 18694 - 019122
9, StV DEV L(6S 18314 «17900
10, GINI « 09964 10069
11, Sim CORR 479630 « 79000
12, SLOPE W 26,08800  26,95%00
13, SLOPE w2 29,37300 55,33600
14, SLOPE w3 31,97800 56090400
18, EXP DIF 372,05000  s%8,81000 =
16, HICK GINI  .08358 «08387
17, MEAN W 11,16200 14,06900
18,  STu DEV W 5,76340 7.38130
19, ELAST W 208831 28791
20, ELAST w2 032462 « 37742
21, ELAST W3 39917




. Y

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

STATE == FLA

UNIT OF ANALYSIS == DISTRICT

DISTRICT TYPE <= 1

MEASURES OF MEAN,
EQUALITY. aND
FISCAL NEUTRALITY

Le MEAN ExP

2. RANGE
3, RES RANGE
4, FEO R R

5, REL "N DEV
6. PERM VAR

7. VAR

8, COEF vaR

9. STO DEv LGS

TABLE C-1
1972 1973 1974 1975
370.41000 1179.10000 13544,40000 1544,30000
493,.58000 607,83000 712,47000 753,44000
578,00000 469,75000 416,01000 %02,92000
Lu6280 58180 .55890 «35560
+N9130 .09878 .07585 .08314
-21182 91280 .91621 92460
12513,00000 272%1,00005 1767%,00000 19866,00000
.11551 ,12372 .09911 10485
.11400: .12100 «09300 .10300
10. GINI .n6358 06863 05413 05779
11. SlIv comr .57319 .51919 42343 .54038
12, SLOPE 3,%5860 " 1,38770 1,797%0 1,97090
13, SLOPE 42 3,26910 2.807% 1,75080 1,74060
14. SLOPE 43 3.33710 ‘2.42620 . . 1.789%0  1.99870
C 1%, EXP DIF T “T118,72000  1%3,32000 109,9%000 138,35%000
16 MHICK GINI 00123 .00080 .00165 «00340
17, meEAN u 35,97500 49,9%000 - 60,56700 69,104%00
18, sTD OEy 18,n1700 33,55300 31,31200 38,64300
19, ELAST 13197 .05882 .08118 ' 10131
20, ELAST w2 ’ .12123 .11902 .07905 .08948
21, ELAST w3 .10284 .08081 «10274

-Sources:

12375

Tables B-21 through B-24.




STATE == FLA

TABLE C-12

UNIT OF ANALYSIS == UNVGT PUPIL

NDISTRICT TYPE == 1

MEASURES OF MEAN.
EQUALITYs ANO
FISCAL NEJTRALITY

e nt AN txP

2. RANGE
3. nRES mAySE
%, FEOR ®

5, REL mN DEV
6., PERRM v.R

7. VAR

8 COEF vaR

9. 870 OEv LGS
10. 6INI

11, S19 Comr
12, SLOPE

13, SLOPE w2
_SLOPE ux.

[

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

15, €xP oIr.
16, HICK GINI
17, MEAN W
18, STD DEv w
ELAST
ELASTY W2
21, ELAST 43

Sources: Tables B-21

: 1972 1973 1978
953,48000 1157.30000 1343,60000  1374,80000
493 ,%8000 607.83000 712,87000 753,44000
221.46000 309,32000 339,31000 339,62000

.26270 «30%00 +28500 «30570
+N7310 209430 . 07383 .08560
L9938 92016 92116 . . %676
7091,%0000 16061,00000 1323%,00000 18055,00000
00’320 «1067% «+08862 «0977%
08900 +10700 08700 +09800
«0%90¢ .059a0 +0%g28 +05307
« 76387 61781 73303 « 77344
- 3,718280 33,2595 3,0839% 3,28320
3,7684¢0 ",69620 i 3,219%0 3,36150
o 5es0830 4485070 _-3.28920 _3.67280

T INZ2,21000 526,%91000 176,88000 - 223,15%000
0,00000 . 0,00000 0,00000 00588
38,81300 Se¢,5%200 71,00800 79 96100

. 17,97800  2W,02100  27.53%00 316!
+15072 14987 16296 +19096
15163 .21593 «1701% +19551
17753 «22303 «17172 «21359

through B-24.

1978




_ . TABLE C-13
. SYATE ==~ GA i
R UNIT OF ANALYSIS =~ DISTRICT
® - CISTRICT TYpPE == 1
- MEASURES QF MFA?:,
EQUALITY, AND E , . :
FISCAL NEUTRALITY , 1972 - - 1979
1, MEAN EXP 570,00000 245,00000
2. RANGE 772.0000N 8%85,00000
3, RES RANGf - 22%5.,00000 - 444,00000
4, FED P R , J48280 ¢ 70290
5. REL MN Dev - - +09243% . 17444
6. PERM VAR « 90945 88197
7. VAR 6523,00n00 334%4s40.,00000
&, COEF VAR 14182 68462
10, GINI : 06870 .13370
11. SIM (ORR , ‘ 55160 . .93220
12. SLOPF W - £.19100 . 20496900
13, SLOPE w2 8.50660 £ .68460
146, SLOPF W3 . . .9.0473n ~  0,00000
15, ExP DIF 98,32700 344,72000
1e. HICK GINT ' 0.0000n0 T re00000
o 17. MEAN W : : 16.53000 27.79700
18, STD DEV y S5.43800 . 25471700
19, FELAST W 23754 - .6R9A82
20, FELAST W2 ' . 24669 21990
21. ELAST W3 26237 n.,00000

Sources: Tables B-25 and B-26.

QL
e
o




. TABLE C-14
STATE -= Gp '

UNTT OF AMALYSIS =~ UNWGT PUPIL

Sources: Tables B-25 and B-26.

CISTRICT TYPE -=- 1 ¢
MEASURLS OF MFAN, ] : .
- EQUALITY, AND ‘ ' ®
: FISCAL NgUTRALITY : © 1972 ’ " 1978 - .
1, MEAN EXP €28,00000 - 876,00000
2., RAMNGE 772.00000 838%,00000
- "3, RES RANGE 772,00009 1015,00000 '
4, FEmM R R 2.840030 2.7€¢330 , ®
5, REL N Drv 021983 -021123
- 6e PERM VAR 84879 +83536
4 7. VAR 35029.00000 856583,00000
8. COEF VAR 029793 *33620 .
- 9., STD PEV LGS 31078 « 34770
10. GINI 18770 +15680 : o
11, SIM CORR « 58160 , «93050
- 12, SLOPE W 9.68100 - 20,95000
13, SLOPE w2 9,86060 7.%1690C
— 14, SLOPE W3 10,1070n 0.,00000
- 15, ExP DIF 111,67n00 377.96000 , : :
17, MEAN % 17,51400 27.35300 .
18, STD DEV y €,66400 12.,40500
19, ELAST W 026999 65416
20, ELAST W2 027500 023471
. 21, ELAST W3 28187 0,00000
e




TABLE C-15

STATE == ILL
® UNIT OF AMALYSIS =« DISTRIZ!
- NISTRICT TYPE ==  UNIT
- MEASURES OF MEAMe
® .  EWUALITYs ANO -
_ FISCalL NEUTRALILTY 1972 . 1975
1. MEAN EXP 990 ,74000 1196450000
2., RANGE S 939,85000 1031,30000
'@ 3, Rts RANGE } 336,R3000 506,61000
4, FED R R «X931¢ 51890
B _Se¢ REL MN DEV «08127 - «+10656
7. yAR - , 11157,00090 26714,00000
8, COEF vaR - .10661 « 13774
@ 9. S10 DEv LGS «10200 .13300
- 11, SIM CORR 67844 «30130
12, SLOPE W ' f,43250 3,73140
13, SLOPE W2 579060 1,65210
T . 14, SLOPE W2 ' , 7.63800 1,75%10
o 15, Exp DIF , " 165,u4000 29,.79300
16, HICKX GINI ‘ 04060 «01220
T, 17, VEAN W T 24,18700 26,A7500
" 18, STD O£y & . 11,14%000 13,19700
.19 ELAST W ‘ : «1570y 08452
o 20, ELAST w2 e 14i357 «03742
® 21, CELAST W3 © .18647 4 « 13976
) Sources: Tables B-27 and B-28. -
(]
e
®




TABLE C-16 : S

STATE == IL) ’ . -
UNIT OF anNALYSTS == UNWGT PUPLL ' ' I
NISTRICT TYPE == UNIT - S
. 4 ‘ \\
YL aSURES OF MF aNo- . @
CWUALLTY e AND “
FISCAL MSJTRALITY . 1972 1975 \
1, “eAN £xP 1035,50000 1396.20000 _ .
2, RANGE . , 939,a5000 1091,30000 ’
3, Rty RANGE 252,11040 769,75000
4, FeD R R ‘ ‘ "+28860 o 77740
5¢ Rrl MV DEV , «NBS26 219633
Ge PLRM VAR U750 ' 91330
7., VAR _ 9830,A0000 . 2n106,00000
8, COEF VaR «NI574 «21500
9. SIU DEV LGS - «09700 «21400
10, ’GIMI ' 005250 . 011980
11, Siw Core .59011 .24%28
12, SLOPE ‘W 8,12780 : 9.11300
13, SLOPE 42 10,94600 . 14,20100
l4e SLOPE w5 . 10.59500 "13.33100
1%, E€XP oIF o 153,23000 . 219,64%000
16, HICk SINI , .036%0 ~  0,00000
17, MEAN 4 . 22,A8400 25.05300
13, SI0. DEv W . 7.19870 . 8,079%0
15 ELAST W : «17960 18552
20 ELAST y2 _ . .o4138 25432
21, ELAST 3 , 23412 23921

Sources: Tables B-27 and B-28.




TABLE C-17

STATL == ILL -
"UNEIT OF ANALYSIS == W4GT PUPIL

DISTRICT TYPE -=UNIT

MELASURES OF MEAM.
EQUALITY. AND

Sources: Tables B-27 and B-28.

356

FISCAL NEUTRALITY _ 1972 ’ 1975

le MELAN'EXP 820,44000 1125.,20000
2., RANGE 774,04000 1n61,90000
3, RESs RANGE 267,57000 379,52000
4, FED R R 35330 42000
S RtL MN DEV «N9570 11126
5e¢ PLRM VAR .A7500 « 92060
7. VAR 9649,60000 2a0330.00300
8, COEF VAR «120%4 «12609
" 94 STD DEV LGS «12000 «13100
10. GINI «N6240 32780
11, sSIm CoRrR 50463 10640
12, SLOPE A, 42390 2.,18140
13, SLOPE w2 11.,214%00 3,35710
14. SLOPE 43 11.04700 3.52660
15, - EXP 0IF 130,73000 52,46500
16, HICK GINI " 0.00000 0.00000
17, MEAN W 18,13300 20.13000
18, STD DEV W 5,94530 6.,92030
19, ELAST W 18614 05914
20, ELAST W2 24779 . 056024
21, ELAST W3 TY YY) 060436




N

N,
N

Sources: Tables B-29 and B-30.

TABLE C-18
STATE == YLL
. UNIT OF ANBLYSIS == DISTRICT - T e
QISTRICT TYPE == SECONDARY
MeASURES OF MEANs - . . @
EWUALLITY. AND : ;o .
F1SCAL NEUTRALITY 1972 / 197%
1, MLAN EXP 1323,00000 1644,2060C0
2, RANGE 1592,30000 1615,10u00 @
3, REy RANGE 954,07000 1n76,6GucCr
4, Fen R «95E 3¢ 84170
S Rel ™A DEV 0183“9 .15105
6, PrRM VAR .R8230 «89620
7. VAR 100780,00000 10234%40,000C0
8, CUEF VaR «23E16 e15456
9, SID NEv LGS «22660 «18500 L)
10, GINI .12%70 10470
11. Sim CNRR 75219 «53719
12, SLOPE 6.77170 4,89810
13, SLOPE w2 7T.45270 ° 4,90580
14 SLOPE W3 7.48650 4+94550
15, EXP DIF 515,96400 330,97000 ®
16, HICK GINI .N9140 05030
17, MEAN W 72,%8200 T4,07%50(C
18, STO DEv W 35,26300 35,08500
19, ELAST W «36E72 022057
20s FLASY w2 405081 e22102
21, ELAST w3 .'40765 22281 )




TABLE C-19
STATE == 1L |

UNIT OF ANALYSIS == UNWGF 2JP1L

o
o NDISTRICT TYPE == SECONDARY | .
- MEASURES OF MEAN.
o . EIUALITYs AND : ,
| A FISCAL NEUTRALITY 1572 1975
1, MtAN cxP ~ 1397,.70000 1936.40000
: 2. RANGE ~ ' ' 1592,30000 1415,10000
® 3, Rbs RANGE 692,90000 1137,9u030
© 4, FED R R . 87520 86940
S REL N DEV «16E48 v . 01‘010.3
6¢ PLRM VAR . 88050 «90300
7. VAR 90988,06000 102u50,00000
S 8, COEF VAR _ : .20261 16435
e 9. <T) DEV LGS «20100 . «17800
10, GINI 11460 .10}2\2
) t1. S1M CORK : « /6067 4779
12. SLOPE : R, A%230 6.53050
13, SLOPE w2 10.01100 . 7.28839
) 14, SLOPE w3 . ‘ 9.,98670 7+93649
) 15, E4P JIF 423,75000 265,51000
16, HICK GINI . 07620 . 05050
17, MtLAN W 64,£0600 70,402060
18, STO NDEv W : 21,26200 23.428¢0
, 19. ELAST W - ‘ 40998 $ 26478
- 20, ELAST y2 J46417 22550 -
® 21, ELAST 42 J46305 .32173

Sources: Tables B-29 and B-30.




| TABLE C-20

STaTz == ILL
UNIT OF ANALYSIS == WGT PUPIL . 1 ' ) e ®

DISTRICT TYPE == SECONDARY

-

CELAST 4i

Sources: Tables B-29 and B-30.

MEASURES OF MEAN. ' : ®
EJUALITYs ANOD : -
F1SCAL NeUTRALITY 1972 1975
R .----------—--Q/—”.-..-----------------------------------'---‘----------------f-;
1, M™McaN ExP 1159,90000 13760500C0 A
2. RANGE 1274,70000 1290,00000 ©
3, Rc§ RANGE 715,40000 935,74000 ;
4, FED R R JA8270 ‘918290
Be RebL M\ DEV «17229 «14584
6., PLrM VAR «A8780 «89710
T, VAR 5283%5,n00600 68252,00000
8, COEF VaR .20710 «18960
9. S0 DEVELGS «»0400 «184600 @
10, GiNI ,11660 »104790
11. SiM CORR 66567 #9363
12, 'SLOPE y 2.,00140 6,87350
13, SLOPE w2 10,54400 7,26679 k
14, SLOPE W3 © 10,22000 8.39969 ok
15. EXP OIF . 346,40000 394,35000 | ®
16, HICK GINI © .07810 «053%0 e
17,. MEAN 4 51,46200 55,8080
18, STO DEv W 16,99800 18,739¢0
19, ELAST . e4l736 27864
20, ELAST 42 <4T498 «3189%
21, .o 47386 « 34053 PS




STATeE == 71LL
UNIT OF ANALYSIS

“QISTRICT TYPE e

Ve ASURES JF MEAN«, \

EGUALITYs AND

g \ TABLE C-21

-- pisTRIC!
f

ELEMENTARY

 FISCAL NEUTRALITY: . 1972

P CE O, R e P L S st C et r s TS e T e TG e PTG etacrercoeee S aeoartodataan®aa®on.

o MEAN EXP
o RANGE
. RES RANGE
4, FED R R
S5« ReL MN DEV
. B PLRM VAR
7; VAR
8, CUEF vaR
9. S1D pEv L6¢

10,  GINI

1. slw CORR
12, SLOPE
13, SLOPE
14 SLOPE 2

15, ExP DIw
16, HICK GINI
17, MEAN 4
18, STO DEy W
19. ELAST ¢
20, ELAST w2
21. ELAST .3

L)

Sources:  Tables B-31 and B-32. ‘

\

90u., 24000
1977,79000
E9zx,u47000
LeA2600

¢ 15646
«R2110
44097,00000
23223
.19700
«10630
71586
t,22340
€.07610
%+76890
40f,61C00
07620

36 nB700
.?8700

« 16855
OUgho
.?30?3

i
I

!

Vo
A

i97%

-1178.90000
2788,000006
al77,82009
1.043890
«1871F,

«85270 |

96564,00000
.26360
«23300

13280

«67070
4,83850
S.84560
4469220

395.,11r00C

07100

. 43.,10400
43,0750¢

1769

e 21%56F

«1715°

]

o

-




-STATe == 1LL

TABLE C-22

UNIT OF aMALYSIS == UMWGT PUPIL

QISTRICT TYPE == £) FMENTARY

le
2,
3.
4,
Se
6.
7.
8,
9
10,
"‘9
12,
13,
14,
15,
16.
17,
18,
19,
20.
21.

MeASURES OF MEAN
EGUALITYe ANO
. FISCAL NEUTRALITY

.-o--------------------—--------------------------------------------d--.-.--.

MeAN EYP
RANGE

RES RANGE
FEU R k
REL M\ DEV
PLRM VAR

- VAR

COEF VaR
STO DEv LGS

. GINI

slM COrR
sLOﬁE W
SLOPE w2
SLOPE 3
€*P DIF
HICK GINI
Me AN W
s10 DEy
ELAST
ELAST w2
ELAST .3

\ et

¢

1972

930,,8000
1977,70000
574,20000

+ 78210 *

«14104

« 52860
24552,n0000
«19981
«17900
10090

« 70372
7.%x1950
8,Rr1050
68,90090
317.,92000
« 7530
29.50200
17.25000
23212

e 27941
0?8227

Sources: Tables B-31 and B-32.

1978

1546440000

27688,00000
201.53000
« 91450
«14568
+85770
65%95,00000
«20%17
+«19900
«1u90¢C
51820
$.96190
6,45050
6.,19970
275,160006
«05100
36,18600
22,22700
«17309
b1°727
«17999

~




TABLE C-23
ST/\Tt -= jLL
° UNIT OF ANALYSIS == wGT PUPIL
" DISTHICT 1YPE == ELEMENTARY
 MLASURES OF MEAN.
¢ EGUALITYs AND
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 1972 1975
1. MEAN EXP - - . $11,72000 1216.10000
2. RANGE . 1843 %0000 278%1,00000
e 3, Rets RANGE 612,1400¢C 819,95300
, 4, FED R R . , ‘ .A8030° . .9677C
- 5. REL N DEV ‘15127 - «15685
6. PERM VAR o «©1300 « 86660
7. VPR : ©36913,n0000 68571,0000€C
- - 8, COEF VAR o ) 21073 21486
® 9. S!J nEv LGS / © v 219400 "~ «20700
10, GINI . . . .10810 «11500 “
- 11, Sl% CORR v c «70628 « 54572
12, SLOPE 7.73330 6.,47430
13, SLOPE 42 ' a,37RBO . 7.25500
- 14, SLOPE w3 ' Q, 4910 T.25570
() 1. ErXP DIF 3359,16000 319,60000
- 16, HICK GINT .08070 . 0593y -
18, STO DEv W T .,54600 22,02400
: 19, FLAST w ' 24522 18795
- 20. ELAST w2 297357 .21Nn62
® 21, ELAST w3 _ « 30535 ~ .2106k
- Sources: Tables B-31 and B-32.
® - N
®
° ) ‘ °
373
% '




. TABLE C-24
STATE == KAMS

UNTT OF AMALYSIS -- DISTRICT

DISTRICT TYpPE == 1

MEASURES OF MFArN, . _
EQUALITY, AND i ®
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 1972 1974 y

1,
2
3,
4o
Se
6o
T.
8.
9.
10,
11.
12,
13.
14,
15,
. 16,
17.
14,
19,
20,
21,

Soqrces: Tables B-33 and B-34.

MEAN EXP
RANGE

RES RANMGp
FED P R

REL M DEy

PERM VAR
VAR

COEF VAR
STN NEV | GS
GINI

SI™ CORR
SLOPE W
SLOPF W2
SLNAPF W3
EXP NIF
HICK, GINY
MEAN W
STN NEV y
ELAST W
ELAST W2
ELAST W3

1011,00000
3%97.,00000
aa4,00000
1.34970
022645
081482
103740,00000
e 3186%

029%98

«16030
56950
9,74%00
‘11.12700

- 0,00000

. 419.53000

0,00000 °

35.21700
18,82200
33946
<38760
0.00000

1946,00000
4553,00000
2199,00000

" 1.95750
- 228616

« 78572
532040,00000
37482
+ 32318
«20050
+ 806490

20,93100

25.15900
%.00000
1484,00000
0,00000

' $2,03400

. 29,44400
« 55967
067273

r.,00000.




STATE == KANS

TABLE C-25

UNTT OF ANALYSIS =~ UNWGT PUPTL

CISTRICTY TYPE == 1

MEASURES. OF MEAM,

EQUALITY, AND

_FISCAL NEUTRALITY

1, MEAN EXP
2. RANGE

3. RES RANGF
4, FED PR R

5. REL MM DV
6.. PERM VAR
Te VAR ERy
a, COEF VAR
o, STD PEV LGS
10, GINI
11, SIM CORR
12, SLOPE W
13, SLOPE W2
14, SLOPF W3 .
1%, EXP DIF
1e, HICK GINY
17. MEAN W ¢
18, SYD DEV W
19, ELAST W
20, ELAST W2
21, ELAST W3
Jources:

Tables B-33 and B-34.

7.

T oe g o P aae TRl moon oo *»

889,00000
3397,000Q0nN
£50,00000
1,06790
«17683%
«8274¢
s3a50,00000
26113
«29135%
«13240

57080
9,78600-

11.21500

., 0,00000

420,06000
0,00000
26.44300

10.,63400

29104
~ ,33359
0,00000

‘

374

1484,00000
4553,00000
132¢,00000
1.30840
21761
«88501

'221410.,00000

31708
© «20951
- +15580

_« 84630

© 21,02100
. 25,32400
’ 0000000
1405,40000
" 0,00000
3657900
17.49400

51814

62421
0.,00000




TABLE C-26

STATe, == «TY
UNIT O¢ ANALYSIS == DISTRICH

DISTRICT TYP: == 1

Me ASURES OF MEANe

EQUALITY. AND: . . ' .
FISCAL NEJTRALLTY : 1972 1975
l1e MLAN EXP v . 615.48000 865.590G0
2, RANGE . - 559,a300¢C 838,420G60
- 3, RbLs RANGE X ' 282,06000 307,.,85000
4, FEDRR ‘ 54652 - . J#1Ye6l
5. REL MN DEV .11001 ’ 010780
- 6. PLRM VAR '  #90067 904256
7. ViR « - 8491,80000 17693,00000
) B, CUEF VaR L . e14972 015367
9. STOD DEV LSS : «13800 - «13800
.10, GiINI ’ 077186 007619
- 11. SiM CORR V «60660 57339 o
12, SLOPE W .= S 3,75100 %,08500 : .
13, SLOPE w2 , 3,49500 - 3,75400
- 14. SLOPE W3 o : 3.15700 3.05900
15. EXP OIF 94 ,08800 114,18000
16, HICK SINI _ U578 04520
_ 17, MEAN 4 ' 36,320000 48,36%u0
18, STO DEV w . 14,90200 18,665u0
- 20, ELAST 42 o 20613 020975
. 21, ELAsyY 43 T ,18619 017092
Sources: Tables B-35 and B-36.
e

Y]




® | I |  TABLE C-27

STATe == <TY

U4IT OF AVALYSIS -=- UNWGT PURPLL

_ DISTRICT TYPE =< 1
ML ASURES OF MEAN
® EQUALITY. AND .
_ FiSCAL NEJTRALITY 1972 . 1975
| 1. MeAN ExP 659, 92000 950447000
2., RNGE 559,a3000 a338,42009
o -3, Rts RANGF - S © 457,32000 6£51,03000
4, FeD R R . 788354 .B8407
- S5e Rel MY DEV « 16509 ~ +19359
S. PLRYM VAR 9209 «92333
T. VAR : 16354 00000 51p82,00000
=~ 8, COUEF VAR - : , 19378 ' 23779
® 9. S!'D DEV LGS 18578 21852
: 10.  G!NI - «10674 ‘ «12443
- 11. Si™ CORR T .70890 s7R339
12, SLOPE - L 6,86800 , 8,26040
13, SLOPE w2 : ' _ 6.A6900 8,297u)
T l4. SLOPE 43 : ' " Re91100 16.17500
'Y 15, EAP DIF 236,40000¢ . $16,70000
156, HICK GIMT «nN8229 «10573
- 17, MEAN W 39,26250 35,32300
' 18, STO DEV W - ' © O 14,23600 21,44600
19, ELAST W : 37836 ° 7 48078
) 20. ELAST w2 . T 439677 : 448235
PY 21, ELAST 43 e 53016 T +53225
- - Sources: Tables B-35 and B-36.
' - . .
- &
o
®
, 3-76 |




TABLE C-28

STATL == LOu

UNIT OF ANALYSIS == OLISTRICT

VISTRICT TYPE == 1

o

. MEASURES OF MEAN o , ®
s EVUALITY, AND . .

: FISCAL NEUTRALITY 1972 1978
.1e MEAN EXP 703,00000 1059,03000

2, RANGE . 405,00000 585,00000 |

3. Rts RANGr 244,00000 399,00000 o

4, FED R R . L40936 | 48168 |
S, RetlL MN DEV «07963  «08692
6. PLRM VAR , 090942 092144
7. VAR $1%6,00000 - 15495,00000
8, COEF VAR .10208 011860

9. STO DEV L6S «09350  «11038 @
10, . -GiNI .05571 « 06111
11, Sim CORR .17%07 . +208082
12, SLUPE W 3,17260 6,95350
13, SLOPE W2 15,36200 28.37100
14, SLOPE W3 12,634%00 23,63300

15, Exp OIF 0,00000 0,00000 N )
16, HICK GINI 0,00000 © 0.90000
17, MELAN W 6,31800 6,39400
18, STO DEV- W 3.,97000 5,01600
19, ELAST W - «02851 004279
20, ELAST W2 . «13806 e 17459

21, ELAST W3 011354 014667 o

Sources: Tables B~37 and B-38.

. rey (23]
- . o d




TABLE C-29
'STATE == LOU. '

UNIT OF ANALYSIS == UNWGT PUPIL

o
- DISTRICT TYPE ‘== 1
o . MEASURES OF MEAN-e
® . "EQUALITYs AND - : o
- FISCAL NEUTRALITY 1972 1975
1, MGAN EXP 70%5.00000 ~ 1049.,00000
. 2. RANGE %405,00000 585,00000
) 3, Rts RANGE 179,00000 283,00000
' 4, FEU R R 29388 31165
%, R&tL MN DEV «07259 07963
6. PLRM VAR 92799 : 90618
7. VAR 3685,00000 101355,00000
8, COEF VAR .08597 « 09594
e - 9, STU DEV L6S «08625 009492
10. GINI «04841 05342
t1. SIm CORR .38615 36969
12, SLOPE W 6,32670 : 8,63250
13, SLOPE W2 11,26700 S 16,49600
14, SLOPE W3 11,08600 17.,01900
P 15, EXP DIF 0,00000 0.,00000
‘ 16, HICK GINI 0,00000 0.,00000
17, MEAN 7.23500 7.19500
18, STV DEV W 3.24700 3,80100
19, ELAST W 06493 05921
20. ELAST W2 . 011563 113514
® 21, ELAST W3 «11377 e11673
Sources: Tables B-37 and B-38.
®
o




STATE o= "AINF

CISTRICT TYpE -='1

MEASURES OF MFAM,
" EQUALITY, AND
FISCAL NeEUTRALITY

1, MEAN EXP
2e RANGF

3, RES RAMGf
4. FEDR R
%, REL MN Dfv
6+ PERM VAR

* Te VAR

8, COEF VAR
3. STO NEV 1 GS

10, GIMI

11, SIM CORR
12, SLOPF W

"13. SLOPE W2
14, SLOPE W3
15. EXP NIF °

16, HICK

GINT

17. MEAN W
18. STD PEV N
19, ELAST W
20, ELAST W2
21, ELAST W3

Sources.:

Tables B-39 and B-40.

TABLE C-30

/
UNTT nF ANALYSIS e. DISTRICT

1972

938,00000
9919.00000
11480,0000n

Qe 32650

3089
*60590

463490,00000.

« 72546

« 38544
«225190
057670
3.13n00
2.11180
0.,00000
®30.81000

0.,00000 "

60.89%00
125,.44000
«2032n
«13710
.0,00000

1979

" 1113,00000

3379.00000

1p14,00000

1.40190
«21164
85106

134930,00000
«33014
«29195
«15360
+31500
«85400

2039330

0,00000
549.50000
0.00000
7741500
135,44000
« 05940
«16647

n,00000

374




| TABLE C-31
STATE == MAINF

UNIT OF ANALYSIS =- UNWGT PUPIL

() DISTRICT TYPE -- 1

MEASURES OF MEAN,

EQUALITY, aND '
1973

9 - FISCAL NEUTRALITY . 1972.
1, MEAN EXP . 824,00000 1038,00000
2. RANGE 9919,00000 3379.00000
3, RES RANGe 548,00000 6£19,00000 X
4o FED R R «97030 +85510 ‘
5, REL MN Dev 015661 +12606
6. PERM VAR ' +85029 87594
7. VAR . 35088,00000 86023,00000
8., COEF VAR . 22720 .18319
9., STD DEV LGS « 22692 «20336
10,  GINI i «11550 .09820
iz, SIM CORR .57680 «31600
12, SLOPE W . —- e 3,13300 « 8300
13, SLOPE W2 2.13550 2,40070
14, SLOPE W3 0.00000 0,00000
15, ExP DIF 519,11000- 629,711900
16, HICK GINT 0,00000 ' 0,00000
17. MEAN W 30,28300 42,51900
18, 'STD DEV y 21.64100 3142500
19, ELAST W 11514 « 03542
20, ELAST W2 .078418 009853
21, ELAST W3 0,00000 0.,00000
Sources: Tables B-39 and B-40.




TABLE €-32

VQ

STaTe == wICH~
YNTT OF AMALYSTS == SICAR Y St

DLISTRICT TYRPE == 1

: wiaSJAES IF MEANS

TAUALITY [ L))
F1SCAL "NEJTRALITY 19N 1972
i .

' 1e - MEAN ZxP 835,55000 916.009¢C0

: 2, AANGE 647 ,_,72000 1228,50000 .

_ i3 3, RS 0y6E 354 26000 236,89n00
4, FED R 2 %0400 50400

s ALL % JEV 10154 210214
N 6o SERMM VAR «93087 e 95493 .
' 7. VAR 13157,00000 1723%,00300
A, COEF yvAR ’ .1%250 214640

3, ST JZv u&f 13048 .131%9

" 10, OGINI Y .n7233 07221

' 11. SI% CORR 20040 53916
12. SLOPE 4 3,9%27) 3.86800

13, suaef L2 4,13%70 3,.72610

1% SLORE 23 4,11770 . 3,84380

_ , FEx¥P OlE . 147,%2000 150.82090

i 6e HICK 3INI 4278 «08275
A 1T, wehn 4 3% ,A5000 , 38,45600
. 18, T2 JEy 4 18, ,08000 20.77300
i 19, ELAST . 16492 216239
: 30, CLAST w2 L1726A .15937
2l. ELAST W3 17151 16137

ERIC ‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A}

Sources: Tablas B-43 through B-46.

1M"22.700350
1135.89000

459 _40000

54976
L0379%
.92219
20679,00000
214061
13031
07170
58254
‘3,50470
3.46520
3,08790
182,55000
.0551Q
%2,22900
23,%0200
14871
14308
«12585

1156,5¢000
%73,1h000
.5n393

. ,0974%0
92079
22787,00000
153387
.1251%
06976
51887
2,71350
3.,29720
‘2.,9%49%

170,.41000

«03228
47,81600
28,85500

011“‘3

13929

«12609

f




STATE == wIcH

1.

2,

3.

4,

5.

6.

T

° o
9.
10,

11,

12,

13,

14.

o 15,
o 16.
’ 17

18,

19,

20.

21.

-

“CRIC

| : JISTRICY ﬁyog - 1

¥

N

MEASURES OF MEAN
EQUALITY. AND
FISCAL NZUTRALITY

o ¢ emcemmman- cmmmemee——-

M AN ExP

4ANGE

REy RANGE
FED R R
REL wN DEV
PELRM VAR
whR

ROEF VAR
ST0 JEv LSS
GINI

sTm Comrn
SLOPE w
SLOPE 42
SLORE w3 -
£xP olIF
HICK GINI
MEAN A )
STD DOEv W
ELAST W
ELAST 2
FLAST 43

‘ . UNTT OF ANALTSIS == JU4GT 2JP1L

882.,u2000
847,72000
422,06000

. %8704
«1083y
.92506
17151 00000
L 1.1 )1
.13901

.07800
.T134%0,

6,165%"’
f,.2549¢
6036690
189,51000
+ 05465
37.79“00
15,15200
26409
.2679%0

. 27269

Sources: Tables B-43 through B-46.

TABLE C-33

°¢7.6“°00
1>28,50000
"539,12900
55479
11858
91482

21328,00000

.15436
«14353

o .08138
62802
5,57900
5057100
5.65580
181,13900
.05238
40,79500
16,46600
.,24016
.23%861
24351

352

1079,.30000
1130,80000
487,9%p00
95472
09522

. 20478
21974 ,00000
+12734%.
.12016
.07138
,63670
5,29920
5,47890
5.27480
189,81000
o, 0441S
9%015000
18,11900
.21309
22494
.21577

1974

118%.10000
1158,50000
536,95000
« 55467
+09339

« 92287
24657,00000
+13206"
12502
.06965
,61423
4,68510
5.,25500,
4482350
197,32000
.04036
48.55600
20,58600
«19131
+21458
«1969%6




TABLE C-34

STATe == MINN
UNIT OF ANALYSIS = 01STRICT

viIsrricT Tfpg o= 1

ML ASURES OF MEAN
EQUALITY, AND

19714

1975

FLSCAL NEUTRALITY

1¢ MEAN ©XP 948,59000
2. RANGE 1430,00000
3, Rts RANGE 444,00000
4e FEU R R +57963
5. RtlL MN DEV ; 011240
6. PERM VAR 290666
7. VAR 24115,00000
8, COEF VAR «16371
9. STU DEV LGS 15100
10, GINI .08169
11, Sim CORR « 23970
12, SLOPE ¥ 6,62800
13, SLOPE W2 5.80300
14 SLOPE W3 1,70000
15, €xXP OIF 11,22800
16, HICK GINI 0,00000
17, MEAN W 10,30900
18, STV DEV W 6.08500
19, ELAST W « 07203
20, ELAST w2 .056307
21, ELAST w3 " +01848
Sources: Tables B-47 and B-48.

3

(

£

1519050000

1083,00000
506,00000
45668
009954
«91103
34052,00000
¢13988
12500

« 06882
11030
2,05800
4,54800
3.89%500
67,225%00

15,43600
9,89300
e 02411
« 05328
+0409%




TABLE C-35
STATEL <= MINN :

UNIT OF ANALYSIS == UNWGT PUPIL

QISTRICT TYPE »= 1

MLASURES OF MEANY
EQUALITY, AND

1979

FI1SCaL NEUTRALITY 1971
1.° MtAN eXP 972.66000
2. RANGE : 1430,00000 -
3, Res RANGE 401,00000
4, FtU R R 50440
%« RtlL. MN QEV 0103352
6. PELRM VAR « 91754
7. VAR ¢ 22009,00000
8, CULF VAR «15252
9., STV OEV LGS 14737
10. GINI «07611
11, Sim CORR 41270
12, SLOPE W 12,95300
13, SLOPE w2 11,98400
14 SLOPE W3 10,88200
15, EXP DIF 100,35000
16, HICk GINI 0,00000
17, MEAN W 10,98400
18, STLU DEV W 4,72730
19, ELAST W 14627
20, ELAST w2 «13533
21, ELAST W3 122869
Source: Tables B-47 and B-48.

1354.20000
1083,00000
562,00000
T L 49779
09916

92969

28735,00000
- 912931
012207

« 06959
o41110
16,96500

13,80700

13.66500
173,89000
0,00000
15,31400
6,36230
.12400
15614
e15453




TABLE C-36

 STATL == MISS

UNIT OF ANALYSIS == 01STRICT

DLSTRICT TYPE == 1

MELASURES OF MEAN
EWUALITY, ANO
F1SCAL NEUTRALITY

r

1, MLAN EXP
- 2¢ RANGE

3, REs RANGE

4, FED R R

%, RelL MN DEV

6. PLRM VAR

7, VAR~

8, CUEF VAR

9., STu DEV LGS
10, GINI

11, Sim CORR
12, SLOPE . W
13, SLOPE W2
14, SLOPE W3
1%, Exp OIF
‘16, MHICK GINI
17, MEAN W
18, SID DEV W
19, ELAST W
20, ELAST w2
21, ELAST W3
Sources:

Tables B-49 and B-50.

1971

464.00000
333,00000

' 186,00000

- 48369
10281

091856

3613,00000
+12996
<16844

07080 °

#1767
2,0714%0
. %4,97%00
4.55030
0,00000
0,00000
5,.%59600
12,16100
N2498
05999

< 03488

=244

1973

725.00000

540,00000

272,00000
45743

+08697 .

- 91432
6848,00000
11409
11014

« 06193
W7717
2,73820
4,93260
4,69310

0.00000
6.,80700
18,86%Y0¢
« 02571
< 04631
« 08406




STaTe -- MISS

TABLE C-37

UNIT OF ANALYSIS = UNWGT. PUPIL

DISTRICT TYPL == 1

MLASURES OF MEANS
AND
FLSCAL NEUTRALITY

--------.----‘------------------------.-.-----.-----.----.------...---.....

EQUALITY,

1. HLAN EXP
2. RANGE

3, REs RANGE
4, FED R R ,
s, RtlL MN DEV
6. PLRM VAR

7. VAR

8, COUEF VAR
9. STL DEV LGS
10, GINI

11. SIm CORR
12, SLOPE W
13, SLOPE W2
14 SLOPE W3
15, EXP OIF

16 HICK GINI
17, MEAN 4

18, STU DEV W
19, ELAST W

20, ELAST W2 .
21, ELAST W3
Sources:

Tables B-49 and B-50.

E?vt;'(

v

1971

478,00000
335,00000
302,00000

.77726
012267

.92355
5710,00000

.15796

14841
.08431
73980

'1,75630

4,75630
214480
0,00000

0,60000

14,82400
11,85000
. 05447

J J14751
. 06652

'

1975

744.,00000
540,00000
485,00000
"015575
«10907
092618
13155000000
«15400
14133
.070856
s 719241
2.47750
4,260670
5051570
- 0,00000
- 0,00000
17,57000
14,11300 .
. +05851
«10076
«13026




1¢
2.
3.
L I
Se
6.
7.

9
10.
11.
12,
13,
14,
15,
16,

= -~ SOoUrces;

STATe == 40
DISTHICT TYPE =« UNIFIED

MLASURES OF MEAN.
EQUALITYs AND
FLSCAL NEUTRALITY

---l----.---.----------------.----------------------------------G--ﬁ--

Mt AN EXP
RANGE

RS RANGE
FLO R R

ReL MN DEV”
PLRM VAR
VAR

CUEF VAR

STO DEV LGS

GINT

sim CORR
SLOPE W
SLOPE W2
SLOPE W3
£EXP DIF
HICK GINI
MEAN o
STU NEV W
ELAST W
ELAST W2
ELAST w3

Tables B-51 and B-52. -

TABLE C-38

UNIT OF ANALYSIS == 01§TRICH

1974,

' 909,a3000
2283,90000
42%,09000
56714
11769

. CATUBS
29794,,00000
< ,18971
«15300

-

+.NB319
« 75400
. 21,59100

" 15,4%100
15.23200
182,75000
« NS85
12,42200
€,02800
..?9“,8
«21082

.20796

1978 ot

1081.30000

2322,50000 . . @

436,15000 :
« 55691
+11879

. 87629
3a131,00000
. «180%9
«15100
. 08299
« 73690
19,96800
14,95900
15,08400
219,64%000
. 05882
15,31300
7.206uL0
«28278
«211b4%
«21361




‘:

O

TABLE C-39

STATE == 40
UNIT OF ANALYSIS == JNWGT PUPLL

DISTHICT TYPE -- UNIFIED

MEASURES OF MEANS
EGUALITYs AND

21, ELAST W3 . 34086

Soufqés: Tables B-51 and B-52.

FLSCAL NEUTRALITY : 1974 1975
1. MEAN EXP ’ 591,72C00" 1157.70000
2. RPNGE 2283,90600 2222,50000
3, REs RANGE S507.11000 502,850u0 .
4, FED R R ‘ «~5984 «S7T304
5. RtL MN DEV o 7 14013 1295
6. PLRM VAR, ' . 92622 93162
7. VAR ' - 39157,00000 44510,00000
8, COEF VaR 3 19953 .18223
9, Sl NEV LS «17461 16282
.10, GINI ’ 009853 .09163
11, Si» CORR .R2580 : «809%0
12, - SLOPE W 27.98800 - 24,93600
13, SLOPE w2 o 2u,37800 21,93500
14. SLOPE 43  24.34700C - 21.68600
15, EXP DIF 281,11000 298,4800¢0 -
16, HICK GINT .07825. 07087
17, MEAN W ' 13,38400 ° 16,771¢0
18, STO DEv W : : 5.,A3830 €,85220
19, FLAST w , : «39183% | 036123
20, ELAST w2 ' . ‘ 34129 31776
31435 °




~ TABLE C-40

STATE == 4D

’ CUNIT OF ANALYSIS == 213TRICT . R | .

PISTRICT TYPE == g EMENTARY

YL ASURES IF MEAN. S - ' e
E~UaLITYy AND ‘ ) . ]
F1SCAL NEUTRALITY 1974 1975
le %tAN CYP 682.046G00° 938.53700
2., RANGE ' 1040,40000 1728,70000 :
3, Rty RANGE 274 ,93000 428,84000 S o
4, FED I R - 48470 «57187 '
Se RelL MY DEV . o1 3350 ' 015“39
e PrAM VAR T .93512 - «92376
7, b 18921 ,n4000 %1870,00000
8, COEF vaRr L «2N141 «21804 ‘ :
9. S1J) NEY LGS « 16900 17900 - ' ' . @
10. GINT ' . N9252 09720
11. S§i% CIRR « 563890 « 55640
12, SLOPF 4 , 11,0700 i0.68500
13, SLUPE w2 9,n2200 8.141200
14e SLNPE W3 : : 8.,32100 : 8.55500 : 5
15. Exp OfF ' 117,24000 192,36000 °
" 16, HICK GINI . UL 09571 ' .
1T, MeAN A ' ’ 11,16200 16,83400
18, SI0O NEV W . 6,.,56800 10,65440
20, ELAST y? ’ o . e1HT4e «13989 .
21, FELAST 3 13500 15346 : o @

Sources: Tables B-53 and B-54. | | o ' °




STATE == w0

UNIT OF ANALYSIS == UNug? PJIPIL..

NISTRICT TYPE == ELEMENTARY

14,

16,

17,

190;
20,

21.

aE ASHRES OF WEAN
EQUALLTY s AND

F1SCAL NEUTRALITY

Me AN EXP
RANGE

RES RANGe
FED R R
REL MN DEV
PLRM VAR
vAR

CUEF VAR
stD DEV LGS
GLINIT

sim CORR
SLOPE W
SLOPE w2
SLOPE W3
eXP 0OIF
HICK GINI

CMEAN A

STO NEV W
ELAST W
ELAST W2
ELAST W3

Sources: Tables B-53 and B-54.

TABLE C-41

1974

1040,40000
320,96000
«5E5H8S5
212992
«2456
19616,00000

0619

16987 .
NI043

69650
14,84500
a,46600
7.53900
123,49000
«.n6003
9,56270
6,57T140
020899
.11918
10613

394).

1375

958,.,21000
1728,70000
454,15300
h2556
13424

003527

4e410,00000
022962
+18449.
«NI709
071640
9,14300
9.18400
226,81000
© .n5287
14.73200
12.15500
«20Q17

o 14415
14480

------ --__Fqb—-------------------,-----m—

TR NN R LA e
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P  -TABLE C-42

L3N
e
-

k)
STATE =2 N
UNIT OF AMALYSIS -« OISTRICT ) v : Y )

DISTRICT TYPE we 1

“EASURES OF MFAN, .. ‘ : ' ' ' ' )
EQUALITY, aMD S :
FISCAL NPUTRALITY % 1974 197s 197¢ 1977 . @
1. “EAN EXP 1412 ,4np0n 1%14,50000 ~ 1703,%0000 1872.00000
2. RANGF: 4E6T,02000 2706.10000 5056, 30000 555%,00000
3. RES RAMGF "1n21,%000¢ 1757,.90000 1058,00000 1209.8V000
4e FED P R 31.04870 1.0n830 25803 87205
s, REL ™N Dry «17730 217323 .15473 019287
. PERM VAR «88402 - 85449 A5808 . 80Tl )
7. VAR® 126290,0n00" 1132%¢,00000 139790,00000 171600.0v000 » @
8. COEF VAR 028138 22219 21982 22129 :
9, STM PEV LGS «3%420 27050 13160 .17190
10, GINMD .12700 .12100 .11000 011100
11, SI% COPR MLLLL «37040 «32060° 39570
12. SLoPE ¥ 2,18170 1.63690 » 1,3%110n 1.6%790
13, SLNPE W2 3.97200 3,50760 ‘2,77%00 3.49280
18, SLOPF W3 4,28010 4,0°720 3.1%430 3.8179%
1S. ¢&ExP CIF %66.02000 €23.91000 $71,05000 746.7%000 o
16. HICK GINT «06700 «0€300 06900 «09%09
| 17, MEAN W 76,60400 85.90000 9 _9310¢ 104,.51000
; 18, STD NEV y 66.12300° 76.13900 89 38800 - 97.7¥700
; 19, ELAST ¥ 011833 «0%28% 07472 - 07144
| 20, ELAST W2 2154% «1989% 13443 19276
21, ELAST v3 23218 °23239 17797 21318 o .
. e
. ' K . .
Sources: Tables B-56 through B-59, ‘
‘ @
' - @
~ [
i)
31
’ K
FRIC . : | - ®
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

STATE == N

© TABLE'C-43

UNIT NF ANALYSIS == UNWeY PHPTL

DISTRICT TYPE == 1

--..---—-.-....--..--.---..-.-...-.--....-J.-.---...---.-..----.-.-m..-.n...-

VEASURES OF MEAN,

couatITY, aAND

FISCNL NrUTRALITY

1. mgah Exp

2, RANGF

3, RES RANGF

4, FEDRPR

« REL ™N DrV

6, PERM VAR

7. vaR

a8, COEF VAR

9. &TD NEV LGS
10, GINT

11+ SIm CORR
12, sSLOpE ¥
13+ SLOPE ¥2
14, SLOPE W3
15, ExP DIF
16, HICK GINT
17, MEAN W
18, stp DEV w
49, ELAST W
20, ELAST W2
21, ELAST W3

Sources:

Tables

K

i g

1974

1400,50Nn00
464§7,00000
r17.02n00
+ 78060
.1“621'
87382
70u4a%,00000
«189%7 -
«2865%50
«10400
+3896¢
3,0819%0
5057150
3,88150
>260,52000
0,00000
60,47000
33,5600n
+13337
+16716
«16759

B-56 through B-59.

&

197%

©

1%11,20000
2706,10000
*X9,78000
JBUuS29
L14836

) 87063
= 3123,00000
+19078
«23190

.10300

0“1“20
3,14490

g “n12ﬁ,0
u,1038p
%17.71000
+05000

- &66,8530p
57.97000
.13713
+18266
.18%5082

]

392

197¢

1667,7000N

5056,30000

1007.10000
JR2836-

W12t

S5 19
80367,00.00

16999

.10490
09300

L 4625p
5,10550
012060
“ .27800
361, 2500ﬂ
.05100
72,68600
82, T22200
.15q1:
.170%e
.186u4%

1977

1623,7V000
5553,00000
1057,6Y000
. L78799
19678
08’925
11Te4p,0V000
~ e18a31
07990
«4295y
3,12820
4,07220
4,1%760
391,0%000
.0%4900

79, 0600
¢7..%300

17897

17700
18027

18720 .




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. g
. o -TABLE C-44
STATE == N M *
UNIT OF ANALYSIS =- oISTRICS . -
& .
DISTRICT TYPE == 3
MEASURES OF MEAN. .
EQUALITY, aNO »
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 1972 1973 1974
LD L L L L L LD LD LD P L LI EY Y LYY T P Y T yryu - L L LY L LT}
1. MEAN ExP 348,n09000 1067.80000 1230,0:000
2. RmANGE 9€8,46000 2761,80000 1922,10000
3, RES RANGE 688 ,A5000 979,%0000 1209,30000
4, FEO R n ! 96620 1.27880 1.82890
S. REL MN DEV 19507 < «25768 «297%%
6. PERM VAR +A8711 +06849 +8723%
7. vAR ’ $4820,00000 1%7930,00000 160760,80000
8, COEF vaR 24696 .36021 . 32599
9. STO OEv LGS «52500 . «27700 «28900
10. GIND .13038 715008~ 16882
11. Sim Comm 49993 32739 38803
12, SLoeE 2.07610 . 1.95010 1.73280
13, SLOPE w2 2,A1300 2,80739 2,78%9
14 SLOPE u3 2.935%90 2098130 3.07780
15, exp oIr 388 _,%1000 %07,22000 $368,77008
16, HICK GINI 0,00000 0.80002 0,0880C
17. MEAN W 68,31 800 76.21200 86.95700
16, STD DEv W 56.%8300 64,57%00 79.85200
19, Eulst 4 - 18960 .13918 12248
20, ELAST 2 .20270 .20322 .19720
21, ELAST u3 21156 .21759

Sources: Tab]es B-60 fhrough B-63.

-

19718 - R

.21278

4 omos

13358,40000

15358 _,80000 .

1094,80000° .
1.10%20

138270,00000

v

227578 .
«25100
.18311
« 26419 :
1,08010 -
1,88680
238830 ¢
869,35000 !
3,00000
94,91600
89,62%00
«876460
.1338)
16825




IS 1

TABLE C-45

n

" i
ST‘TE == N HI . .
_ . : . ¥
@ - UNIT "OF ANALYSIS == UNJGT PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE == 1
Q MEASURES OF MEAN. g Lo ' , : . . e
. EOUALITY. AND .
X J FISCAL NEUTRALITY 1972 1973 1974 1975
o gty e LI Y T PR T DL T L L il A ------------i--------;---—--u--------8----
- 1. MEAN ExP - 781.38000 839.60000 °  947,.99000 1069,50000
. 2. RANGE - 968 ,46000 2761,89000 1922,10000 1554,80800
\ - 3. RES RANGE 284,48000 365,61000 +; 356,58000 353,12000
4, FED R ® 41070 " L49730 42930 .37230
5. REL MN DEV .20599 .10974 .0932% .07592
® 6. PERM vaR ‘ .99522 97606 L94382 , «96132
- 7. VAR - . 14208,00000 22733,00600 ° 25491,00000 21467,00000
8. COEF vaR T ,152588 .17958 16842 .13699
9, STO DEv LSS .13200 .14000 .13300 .11300
11, . SIM CORR L48140 .36344 49183 .37259
12,' SLOPE y 1,768% 1,51110 1,67996 1,02680°
13, SLOPE 2 . 1.36960 .71979 1.,46720 LT77%6
1%, SLOPE y3 .n6527 L me 11484 1,06230 S 34014
® . . 15 EXP OIF- 3620400 213.86400 95.46200 57.43300
R 16. HICK GINI .N00%6 0.,00000 0.00000 0,00000
17. wEAN & %6 ,36000 51,26800 $7,30900 64,11600
18, STO 9y u s 32.07600 36,26300 46, 74400 53,16500
19, ELAST w T L1061 09227 - .10156 .0615€¢
20, ELAST w2 _«N8126 04395 .08870 1YY
21, ELAST W3 " .n0387 -.00701 06422 .03238
o -
¢ ' ¢ .
' » . o : -
Sources: Tables B-60 through B-63.
‘. .
o
. £ )
1 : "
®
s Qe
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. TABLE C-46
STATE == N.C

UNIT OF ANALYSIS = DISTRICH

®
DISTRICT TYPL == 1
MLASURES OF MEANe . o R
EQUALITY. AND : . @
FISCAL NgYTRALITY 1972 1979
® ----.---.---------.-.------\-----.-.--.-..---..-..--...---.--...............
1 MELAN EXP 629,00000 284.,00000
2, RANGE '300,00000 444,00006
| 3, REs RANGr '201,00000 251,00000 @
4, FEU R R . 36873 32241 '
Se RELL MN OgV 07103 006779
6. PLRM VAR 092112 93270
7. VAR 3377,00000 6185,00000
8, CUEF VAR .09237 . 08897
9. Sl DEV 65 008996 08838 @
10, GINI «05076 04846
11, Sim CORR o 54948 27173
12, SLUPE W 3,12130 «5000%
13, SLOPE W2 2,45250 . 86756
14 SLOPE W3 1.,60200 85692 .
15, EXP DIF 0,00000 0,00000 ®
16, HICK GINI .90000 0,00000
17, M:AN 32,69600 81,59300
18, SIU DEV u . 10,26900 “2,88400
19, ELAST W .16225 « 04619
20. ELAST w2 012747 «03008
» 21. ELAST W3 . 08327 007909 '
Sources: Tables B-65 and B-66.




TABLE C-47
STATE == N C »
UNIT OF ANALYSIS == UNWGT PUPIL

DISTRICT TYPE == 1

- MELASURES OF MEAN. ' ' |

® EQUALITYs AND _ :
| F1SCAL NEUTRALITY 1972 1975 \
1, MEAN EXP 639,00000 900,00000
2, RANGE 300,00000 444,00000
3, Rts RANGE 2T4,00000 340,00000
4, FED R R 051269 42951
5, RtL MmN OEvV .09271 .08370
6, PtRM VAR 93279 95092
7, VAR 5672,00000 9343,00000
8¢ COUEF VAR 11987 .10758
9, §SI0 DEv LGg .11575 «10298
10, GINI A . 06552 205792
11, SIiM CORR 75750 44016
12, SLOPE W 5,02520 1,08430
13, SL0PE W2 4.22890 1.69140
14, SLOPE w3 3,76650 1,675980
15, ExpP OIF 0,00000 0,00000
16, HICK GINI 0.,00000 0,00000
17, MEAN W 36,28400 836,17400
18, SI(D DEV W- 10,26100 5778700
19, ELAST W ’ 28534 «10582
20, ELAST w2 24013 .1619%
21, ELAST W3 .21387 .16046
Sources: Tables B-65 and B-66.
349¢




TABLE C-48

STATL == S €
UNIT OF ANALYSIS == 0ISTRICT , ®

DISTRICT TYPE == 1

McASURES OF MEANs ‘ ' S ‘
EQUALLTY, AND . @
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 1972 1973

1, MEAN &XP 491,00000 794,00000

2, RANGE 372,00000 1457,00000 :

3, Rts RANGE 268,0000° 610,00000 ‘ @

4, FEJD R R . 74071 1,06440

8, RelL MN DEV ’ 011560 17374

6, PLRM VAR < 85848 . 83029

7. vAR 5416,00000 35a54,00000

8, CUEF VAR : .14980 023848 : .

9. SI1U DEV LGS 014813 021996 ®

10, GINI . «0830% 012021

11, Sim CORR _ 63060 38614

12, SLOPE W ' 45,70100 - 10491200

13, SLOPE w2 , 61,36600 98,43700

14¢ SLOPE W3 , : 60,96400 101,72000

15, EXP 0IF 0,00000 "0,00000_ PY

16, HICK GINI 0,00000 0,00000

17, MEAN 2,25700 2.,75300

18, SID DEV W 1,02100 _ 1,04300

19, ELAST W 21008 020448

20, ELAST w2 «28208 ° 34131

21, ELAST W3 - 028024 35269 . ®

Sources: Tables B-68 and B-69.




TABLE C-49

STATE == S ¢
UNIT OF ANALYSIS == UNWGI PUPIL

DISTRICT TYPL == 1

| MEASURES OF MEANS
. - EGUALITYe AND - . :
F1SCAL NEUTRALITY = 1972 1975

1, McAN EXP §07,00000  ,05,00000
2, RANGE 372,00000 1457,00000
3, Rts RANGE 296,00000 . 604%,00000
4, FEO R R .80706 1,04910
Se REtL MN DEV ' 115678 «15990
6. PLRM VAR < 90450 +86841
7. VAR 6003,00000 28259,00000
8, COEF VAR _ .15284 20878
9. STU DLV LGS 215266 e19943
10+ GINI ' 08474 011322
11, Sim CoRR . 75655 ¢55199
12, SLOPE W L 80,15700 96,30300
13, SLOPE w2 ' 91,57900 110,06000
14, SLOPE w3 . 93,06900 111,01000
15, Exp OIF ' 0,00000 0,00000
16, HICK GINI 0,00000 0,00000
17, MEAN W - 2,37900 3,04800
18, STO DEV W ,87400 1,08400
19 ELAST W : *37612 - e 36464
20, ELAST w2 42972 J41672
21, ELAST W3 J43671 J42032

Sources: Tables B-68 and 8-69.




324

o
]
TABLE C-50
N STaTe .- < N '
UNTT OF ANALYTSTS == 0:sTxIC] . ®
NLISTHLICT 1YPL == 3
MLASURES UF MELN ' . ®
ELUALITYs rND :
" FISCAL NEUTRAL)TY , 1973 \ 1974 1975
le MEAN ExP B7e.3000L0 969.69000 1031.56000. ‘
2. . RPNGE 1934 ,90000 1612,600060 169%,20000 ®
3, Rts RANGE 583 ,47000  T707,67000 709.560G0
4y, FtD R ® 90083 «997%0 «58459
He Rl MN DEV « 16687 «16676 «15883
fe PERM VAR «90123 .89188 . .88420
7, - VPR 46568 ,n000U 53973,00060 58148,00000
p, CuEF VaR LY .239%8 22298 . '
9e SID DEV LGS «2350C «23200 «21600 ®
10. GINI «12228 12177 .11552 .
11, 1M CORR Al0BO «81140 . 79490
12, SLOPE y 1..,03500 13.218¢ 12.68_30-0
13, SLOPE w2 13.,R3300 - 13,597¢n .12-92700
1. SLOPE w3 1“.‘9600 1301750" 11053600
15, EXP DJF 4131,75000 387,3800n 349,55000 - ®
16, HI1Ck GINI +N9787 « 03631 .08707 '
17, MEAN W 27,92700 50.38900 32,62800
18, S0 DEvV W 13,92000 14,26100 15,11300 -
19, FELAST w - eulyu? Celazy «38264
20. ELAST w2 L3984 J42611 39000
21, ELAST W3 Lub41p 41289 «54200 e
Sources: Tables B-70 through B-72.
, , ®
e ®
| /‘/




-TABLE C-51

STATt == & D
- UNIT OF AMALYSIS == UPWGT PUPLL

DISTrICT TYPE == ,

- ' MEASIIRES OF MEAN.
EUALTITYs AND

FlsCaL NEUTRALITY 1973 . 1974 19758

oo omoo®ooo™g L B I N I - e e oo e ----------O’---------------'--------------
1, MEAN EXP : ’ 765,96000 ROY« 55000 967.93000
B 2, RPNGE : 1934 ,920000 1612,600¢0 1695,20000
® 3, Retg RANGE - 40k ,n2000 441,32000 584 ,73000
4, FED R R j - 67114 e 64959 7952
- 5. REL MN DEV « 12899 012724 ' «11365
’ 6. PERM VAR . JA6903 .87509 . JBTHUY
' - T AR , - 22750,00000 29106,000CH  29894%,00000
T R, COEF VAR B 196322 19964 «1.7863
@ 9, gTD DEy LGS 21307 J2L408 . - ,19087
10, GINI . .n9643 ©09810 .NB8762
- 11, SIM CORR . +81530 79670 - . 75930
- 12, SLOPE w . ‘ 12,99609 .. 12,4%08¢0 11,68600
13, SLOPF w2 © T 14,48100 13,74000 12.61900
- 14, SLOPE wW3. ‘ 14,16500 13,42300 12,15800
® ' 15, Exp OIF ’ - 2T1,u4000 :  307,18000 284,53000
- 16, HICK GINI’ 08063 .,08172 06753
-~ 17, MEAN W 20,73500 21,92600° 24,11800
18, STO DEvV W , . 9,u4619p 10,95300 11,23500

19, ELAST W «35181 « 31836 29118

T 20. ELAST w2 ‘ 39201 .35254 JA1443 e

® 21, ELA3T 43 : .X834%6 R LLLE .30294%

. Sources: Tables B-70 through B-72.

)
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b 1)

STATE == TEXAS
'DISTRICT TYPE == 1

MEASURES OF MEAM«

EQUALITY. "AND

FISCAL NEUTRALITY

MEAN ExP
RANGE
RES RANGE

FED R R

REL MN OEV
PERM VAR
VAR

COEF VAR
STO DEV LGS
GINI

$IM CORR

" SLOPE W

SLOPE y2 -
SLOPE 43

€XP OIF
. HICK GINI

NEAN W
STO.DEy W
ELAST ¢y
ELAST w2
ELAST W3

TABLE C-52

UNIT OF ANALYSIS == OISTRICT -

1974

12550“0000
25164,00000
1530,%0000
2,17390
«34930

oA20638
1243%00,00000
.A808%

«39200

24476

72107
«87748
1.40%560
«A1891
1478,A0000
«00510
27%,07005
916,A2000
019226
0301,0
«17888

s,
~
~

197S

1510.40000

67188,00000

1747,10000
1.97270
35982

« 84949
4681800,00000
‘ 1.%3260
.37700

24616

66848
1,87760
1,06900

« 79846
1468,10000
«00049
>75,07000
«16,82000
020731
«19%68

e 14541

S
-~
P

N

" Sources: Tables B-73 and B,ig;_,,,_,.ﬂ,u—u——~—~4~—-“f““""“"““””'"—”ﬂ“~’
H . M”’/ﬂ . M . .




. -~ TABLE C-53

g STATtL == TEXAS
® ' UNIT OF ANALYSIS == UNWGT PUPIL
DISTRICT TYPE == 1
- MEASURES OF MEAN.
® EQUALITY, AND '
FISCAL NEUTRALITY 1974 1975
1 MEAN EXP o 1029,50000 1252.30000
- -2, RANGE 25164 ,00000 67:688,00000
® 3, REs RANGr . 750,58000  776,15000
S 4, FED R R 1.,11200 88760
- S, REL MN DEV «16089 < +14028
‘ . 6. PLRA VAR 83930 «88372
Ta VAR 63494,00000 7654%,00000
- 8, COEF VAR 020476 022451
[ 9, STV DEV LGS 022600 . +18900
© 104 GINI i .12099 ‘ ,‘-010595
- - 11, SIm CORR .60420 62227
12, SLOPE W 1.,48970 1,72000
13, SLOPE W2 ‘ . 1,74540 1,85100
rom 14, SLOPE W3 2,05500 2028780
® 1%, EXP DIF 418,82000 45%5,86000
16, . HICK GINI , 01880 «01883
17, MEAN W S 93,41400 93,52700
18, STO DEV W ‘ 101,89000 99,61500
19, ELAST W o .13517 013054 .
20, ELAST w2 15837 14048
ELAST W3 018647 «17364
Sources: Tables B-73 and B-74. : ) ' )




@

TABLE C-54

STATL == WASH
UNIT OF ANALYSIS == DISTRICT
DISTRICT TYPE == 1
MEASURES OF MEaNe
EQUALITY, AND ~ :
F1SCAL NEJTRALITY , © 1970
1. MtAN ExP 813,79000
2., . RANGE 4549 ,%0000
3, RES RANGE 780,44%000
4, FtD R R © 1,45120
.5« REL MN DEV 25257
6. PELRM VAR oATSH59
‘Te VAR 131850,00000
8, COEF vAR +44620
3, S0 DEV LGS «31000
10. GINI 17821
11, S1M CORR 70000
12, SLOPE w 1,92600
13. SLOPE W2 1.45%5530 -
14, SLOPE 43 1,75700
15, Exp OIF 463,57000
16, HICK S51INI 11838
17. MEAN 4 110,43000
18, STO DEv W : 131,95000
19, ELAST W . » 261356
_ 20, —ELAST 2 ' C ,19744
21, ELAST W3 - 0230842

Sources: Tables B-76 and B-77.

1974

1143,30000

=x606,80000"

1303,20000
1.97020
027667
«84519
29u610,00000
T JWTHTY
35600
«20029
«60610
2.,15600
4,27600
3.,36800
1n27,80000
13708
112,51000

021217

%2079
" e33144

413




STATe == WASH

TABLE C-55 .

UNIT OF AWALYSIS == UNWGT PUPIL

DISTRICT TYPE == 1

19.

21,

MEASURES OF MEAN.
ERUALITY, AND
FISCAL NEUTRALLTY

MEAN EXP

RANGE

RFSs RANGE

FLD R R

ReL MN DEV

PERM VAR

VAR

COEF VAR

STD DEV LGS
GiNI '

sIm CORR

SL.OPE W

SLOPE w2

SLOPE w3 - .
Exp OIF

HITK GINI

MEAN W
STO DEV W
ELAST W

ELAST w2
ELAST w3

1970

792,.,168000
4549 ,50000
482,04000
.81917
15951 -
.26388
23819,00000
.19482
19203
.10884
54510
2,20000
2,75300
,_.———"."'—'-;L
229,29000
58,38800
38,24200
16215
20291
«23062

Sources; Tables B~76_and B-77.

4114

1974

1087.70000
5606,80000
791,.74000
1.,10110
.15866
81532
51640,00000
020392
021428
011515
 +852%30
3,46600
4,06700
<75500
327,75000
" .06755
62.,49100
54 ,43400
19913
023366
27342




